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Foreword
Compassion in Practice, the national strategy for nurses, 
midwives and care staff, was launched in December 
2012. Since that time a significant programme of work, 
through six action areas, has created a momentum across 
the country which has recognised the crucial role that 
organisational culture plays in determining the experience 
of patients, users of our services, and staff. 
The national Compassion in Practice strategy has at its 
core the values of the 6Cs: care, compassion, competence, 
communication, courage and commitment. All are 
interlinked and all are underpinned by the culture in 
organisations. 
In November 2014, NHS England published Building and 
Strengthening Leadership – Leading with Compassion in 
response to a call to action to put compassion at the centre 
of how care is delivered and led. This built on previous work 
to support the inextricable links between patient experience 
and staff experience, “positive experiences are unlikely to 
happen, one without the other.” It goes on to highlight 
the challenge for the system to create environments where 
compassion can thrive. The authors also assert that culture 
at organisational level has the potential to ‘trump’ other 
determinants of whether compassion will thrive.
In recent years, a number of reports have been published 
that have cast the spotlight on the quality of care patients 
have experienced. More often than not these reports have 
been negative and have highlighted failings in our systems, 
many of which can be attributed to the culture of care 
in organisations. These reports do not make comfortable 
reading and, in the majority of cases, the failings and the 
negative impact on patients and staff could have been 
prevented. The lack of a consistent culture of care and 
compassion can impede the spread of good practice across 
organisations and result in devastating experiences for 
patients, their loved ones and the staff caring for them.
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The Culture of Care Barometer report was 
developed from the early discussions of a 
group of professionals, carers and managers, 
who were so perturbed by the failings at 
Mid Staffordshire Hospital that they were 
determined to explore what could be done 
to improve the quality of care for patients. As 
a result, the first early blueprint of a tool to 
measure the culture in care organisations was 
developed. In April 2014, NHS England under 
my leadership and through the Chief Nurse for 
London, Caroline Alexander, commissioned the 
further development of this blueprint along 
with a detailed report and literature review. This 
has resulted in the Culture of Care Barometer, 
a tool unique in its form, and cultivated from 
the care environment and care staff. This 
report and the Culture of Care Barometer 
are long awaited and highly anticipated by 
care providers and commissioners. It is my 
expectation that organisations will embrace the 
report and the tool and use it to engage their 
staff and patients in talking about the culture 
of care in their organisations. The aim of these 
conversations must be to ensure that staff can 
provide good care to patients, patients have 
a good experience of their care episode, and 
staff feel valued and satisfied that they are able 
to raise their concerns when necessary.
The report was authored by Anne Marie 
Rafferty, Professor of Nursing Policy at King’s 
College London, and has been endorsed by 
the organisations who participated in the 
pilot. I would like to take this opportunity to 
thank Anne Marie, the nurse leaders who first 
developed the idea of the Culture of Care 
Barometer, and all those who have piloted and 
provided feedback on its development.
I hope you will read and share this report and 
its Barometer widely with your Board, your 
colleagues and among all staff working within 
your organisations. I hope that you will use this 
tool to encourage and support the meaningful 
and courageous conversations that will allow 
us as a nation to promise that the failings at 
the Mid Staffordshire Hospital NHS Foundation 
Trust, Morecambe Bay Foundation Trust and 
other organisations will not happen again.
Jane Cummings 
Chief Nursing Officer England
6 – ‘Culture of Care’ Barometer Report 2015
Executive Summary
Background
The healthcare agenda over recent years has been 
dominated by ‘quick fix’ solutions. As a result, both the 
complexity of issues involved and the amount of time it 
takes for real and enduring change to occur have been 
underestimated. Consequently, the ‘little things’ that define 
the quality of the environment in which patients receive care 
and in which staff provide that care have been subordinated 
to more pressing priorities. Learning from high profile 
crises in care delivery indicates that quality and culture 
are not uniform within let alone across organisations. This 
was evident in the description and analysis of events (and 
the context to those events) at Mid Staffordshire NHS 
Trust, described by the Robert Francis Inquiry. Pockets of 
excellence can coexist alongside the worst examples of 
care failure; lack of consistency in care culture impedes the 
spread of good practice across organisations. 
Evidence suggests that major failures are not usually 
brought to light by the systems for quality assurance or 
improvement that are part of most healthcare organisations 
in developed countries - such as incidence reporting, 
mortality and morbidity reviews, inspections, accreditations, 
clinical profiling and risk and claim management. Since 
these cultural attributes are not picked up in the measures 
of quality and performance currently in use; metrics fail to 
capture the meaning and reality of care culture for patients 
or staff. 
This document reports upon a project commissioned  
by NHS England as part of the Compassion in Practice 
programme of work. The project aimed to develop and 
validate a measurement instrument with which to gauge 
the different attributes of environments in which care is 
delivered and so help understand the culture of care in 
healthcare organisations. This Culture of Care Barometer 
aligns closely with the Compassionate Leadership strand.
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Design of the Culture of Care Barometer 
The elements underpinning the design 
of the tool reflect themes identified from 
previous research as strongly linked with staff 
commitment, engagement and productivity. 
These were: 
• the resources to deliver quality care
• the support needed to do a good job
•  a worthwhile job that offers the  
chance to develop 
•  the opportunity to improve team 
working. 
The Culture of Care Barometer has been 
developed with an awareness of existing tools 
(such as the staff survey) and was informed by 
an earlier approach used by the Commission 
for Health Improvement (CHI) in 2003 for 
auditing the NHS in relation to the protection 
of Children and Young People. It has been 
designed to complement existing regulation 
and inspection frameworks, a key objective 
of which was to ensure that it provides a 
useful and meaningful adjunct, with minimal 
bureaucratic burden. It was designed to be 
used by staff as a reflective developmental 
tool, whilst also providing an organisational 
mechanism for benchmarking purposes.
Method
Phase one: A first version of the tool was 
piloted with a sample of 2,000 nursing staff 
(registered nurses and health care support 
workers) in an acute hospital Trust in London 
by the NNRU at King’s College London. The 
initial focus of development and piloting was 
on nursing within acute hospital environments. 
The aim was to test the construct and face 
validity of the tool, and explore the extent 
to which the Barometer served the purpose 
for which it was designed: that is to measure 
the culture of care across and within an 
organisation, and stimulate reflection about 
the nature and variability of the culture 
found. These findings were presented to the 
participating Trust in a separate report.
Phase two: The idea of a tool to gauge the 
culture of care generated considerable interest 
across the health service and with funding from 
NHS England, the tool went through a second 
stage testing. The revised Culture of Care 
Barometer tool from phase one was tested with 
a wider range of staff groups, beyond acute 
settings. Two pilot sites, one mental health and 
one community NHS Trust across England were 
identified and took part in Phase two.
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Findings
The Culture of Care Barometer 
The tool has been subjected to a series of 
statistical tests to examine how well it has 
performed and test its psychometric properties 
through the relationship between variables. 
From the analysis of the data four factors  
were identified:
•  Factor 1 is linked to Trust level  
values and culture 
•  Factor 2 is concerned with team  
level support and management 
•  Factor 3 is linked to support and  
respect between colleagues
 •  Factor 4 concerns constraints  
in undertaking the job.
Pilot site experiences of using the tool
Culture was seen by Trusts within the study 
as a particular way of doing things - a form of 
signalling what the values of the organisation 
are. The Barometer was perceived as useful in 
providing a reference point for Trusts to gauge 
where they were on a cultural spectrum or 
journey. It was significant that organisations 
responded very much in terms of the cultural 
challenges they were confronting, large scale 
restructuring for instance, and geographical 
dispersal, which made it harder to create 
a coherent and consistent vision of culture 
around which all groups could coalesce. 
Discussions about the Barometer in debriefing 
discussions brought these challenges to the 
fore. One of the hardest elements of the 
post-Francis challenge was encouraging 
people to speak out (’how do you do it?’’). 
It was recognised that the Barometer could 
be useful as a tracking device to gauge 
where organisations were for example, on a 
Foundation Trust journey or the product of 
mergers and therefore encompassing many 
cultures over time. The Barometer was seen 
as a useful probe into the different cultures 
prevailing in geographical pockets and 
therefore as an index of identity, specifically the 
organisation with which staff identified. It was 
interesting that in both Trusts, participating 
in Phase two, the Barometer stimulated 
discussions about ‘us and them’ divisions 
between staff groups and between staff and 
management. The Barometer’s surfacing of 
such discussions suggests it is tapping into 
something quite sensitive and significant within 
the ‘DNA’ of the organisation i.e. the degree 
of social as well as geographical distance 
staff groups feel from each other. It was also 
perceived as useful for delving into more detail 
and promoting dialogue around staff issues, 
especially at team level.
Overall, the Barometer was seen as simple and 
easy-to-use as well as quick to complete. It 
was valued as a useful adjunct to other tools 
such as the staff survey and Friends and Family 
Test and sensitive to surfacing sub-cultures 
where these existed. Its added value seemed to 
rest on its capacity to delve more deeply into 
cultural issues around the care environment; 
provide an enriched source of feedback for 
Trusts and prompt ‘quality conversations’ for 
groups as well as Board/Executive level. It was 
regarded as a valuable stimulus for reflection 
through the issues it targeted.
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Conclusions 
The positive reception of the Culture of Care 
Barometer by Trusts and the value added to 
existing tools suggest that the Barometer could 
be extended and rolled out to other settings. 
The Trusts we spoke to were enthusiastic about 
embracing the Barometer and anxious to begin 
using it immediately. From our discussions 
with Trusts there is a strong appetite for using 
the Barometer. One of the benefits of the 
Barometer is its sensitivity to groups. The tool 
was considered particularly useful within teams 
or groups of staff as a way of breaking down 
barriers, challenges and problems distinct to a 
particular area. It provided a useful stimulus for 
discussion and reflection with the opportunity 
to create and start a dialogue at different levels 
within the organisation. It also surfaced social 
and geographical concerns and divisions. 
By embracing a multiplicity of cultures within 
organisations it demonstrated the importance 
of the cultural link with staff identity and those 
with whom staff identify in the organisation. 
Above all it drew attention to the social 
processes at work within the organisation 
and the value placed on positive collegial 
relations. The response rate however was 
lower than hoped for and the main group of 
respondents, both at staff discussion groups 
and online, were nurses. It is important that 
the Barometer is championed by the Board 
and seen as ‘owned’ by the organisation as a 
whole and not simply as a ‘nursing’ tool and 
therefore that culture is something nurses ‘do’ 
and are responsible for. Strategic direction and 
leadership are clearly essential in ensuring that 
culture is seen as everybody’s business. 
Important though it is to emphasise what the 
Barometer can do it is also important to stress 
what it cannot do. From the outset there have 
been high expectations of the Barometer and 
what it might be capable of doing. 
We have developed the Barometer using 
a robust process and are confident of its 
potential to stimulate enquiry and encourage 
teams and organisations to ask questions of 
themselves and each other and explore how 
to take the dialogue forward, however it is not 
a ‘magic wand’ whose talismanic properties 
are capable of transforming culture. Much 
depends on how it is being used as well as 
the capabilities of those using it and for what 
purpose. 
Culture is not something that can be conjured 
or called into being as if through magic. 
Rather, the potential power of the Barometer 
lies in the hands of the user. We have applied 
a robust process to the development of the 
Barometer but we are only at the beginning of 
the journey. The overall utility of the Barometer 
necessarily relies upon the experience of how it 
is implemented. 
We have been impressed by the enthusiasm 
and energy with which the Barometer has been 
embraced but further feedback is needed from 
the service with regard to how the Barometer 
performs in practice. 
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Key messages 
•  The Barometer developed from concerns 
with the culture of care in the practice 
environment and its power to shape  
the patient and staff experience.
•  We have maintained fidelity with  
the original vision and prototype, 
but have adapted the design through 
feedback from users in different care 
environments. 
•  The Culture of Care Barometer was 
developed using a robust process in 
a variety of settings from the ground 
up and co-produced with colleagues 
working in the care environment.
•  The Culture of Care Barometer was 
recognised as adding value to existing 
tools to stimulate dialogue and 
reflection on questions of culture  
and perceived to be of particular  
value with teams.
•  It was seen as adding depth, richness 
and texture feedback to that received 
from the staff survey.
•  A particular strength of the Culture  
of Care Barometer is that it is not just 
a tool but allows exploration of what 
people feel about the organisation  
they work in, prompting dialogue  
about how to take action from data  
to development work forward. 
•  It was viewed as short and easy to 
complete and well-targeted to domains 
deemed important by respondents.
•  It is not a ‘magic bullet’ with which to 
transform culture but necessarily relies 
upon the capabilities of those using it.
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Recommendations
•  On the basis of the evidence generated 
the Culture of Care Barometer was 
reported as adding value to existing 
tools such as the staff survey and 
Friends and Family Test and can best 
be targeted at teams where it was 
perceived as being particularly useful  
in fostering dialogue and surfacing  
how respondents felt about working  
in their organisation. 
•  Culture is everybody’s business and 
support for the use of the Culture of 
Care Barometer needs to come from the 
Chief Executive and the Board to ensure 
culture is not seen solely as a nursing 
responsibility.
•  Implementation of the Culture  
of Care Barometer needs to be  
supported by a robust engagement  
and communications plan at Trust level  
and endorsed by the Board to promote 
uptake and response rates across 
different groups of staff.
•  Expectations of the Culture of Care 
Barometer have been high and the 
energy and enthusiasm with which it 
has been embraced is to be welcomed, 
however it is not a ‘magic bullet’ to 
transform culture and its use will 
depend upon the capability of its  
users as well as clarity of purpose.
•  The pilot studies reported here are only 
the start of the journey; further roll-out 
of the Culture of Care Barometer needs 
to be accompanied by a full evaluation 
of its use in practice and service impact.
•  The next steps will involve developing 
a smartphone application (app) and 
piloting its use in a range of groups  
and settings.
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1. Introduction 
1.1 Background
Delivering high quality care is a common commitment 
among healthcare organisations internationally, yet patients 
continue to suffer avoidable harm and substandard care 
(Dixon-Woods et al. 2013, de Vires et al. 2008). Despite 
evidence of improvement in quality and safety this is not 
uniform and large variations exist within, let alone across, 
organisations and sectors (Dixon-Woods et al. 2013). 
England’s National Health Service (NHS) has seen a number 
of high-profile cases involving failings in the quality of care. 
The Robert Francis Inquiry (2013) at Mid Staffordshire NHS 
Foundation Trust demonstrated that pockets of excellence 
can co-exist alongside the worst examples of care failure, 
indicating that lack of consistency in care culture can 
impede the spread of good practice across the organisation.
The British healthcare system is not alone in experiencing 
such high profile organisational failings. In studies 
examining examples of major failures - defined as 
breakdowns in healthcare services or provision that do 
substantial harm to many patients - from six countries 
including the United States, United Kingdom, Australia, 
New Zealand, Canada and Netherlands, Walshe and Shortell 
(2004) indicated that the causes and characteristics of 
these failures are remarkably similar despite the different 
ways of organising and funding healthcare services in these 
countries. The authors suggested that the problems and 
consequently the potential solutions were deeply embedded 
in the nature of clinical practice, the healthcare professions 
and the culture of healthcare organisations (Walshe and 
Shortell 2004). In a similar vein, Francis identified the failings 
at Mid Staffordshire NHS Foundation Trust as systemic with 
the underlining faults being cultural in character (Dixon-
Woods et al. 2013). 
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Evidence suggests that major failures are not 
usually brought to light by the systems for 
quality assurance or improvement that are part 
of most healthcare organisations in developed 
countries such as incidence reporting, 
mortality and morbidity reviews, inspections, 
accreditations, clinical profiling and risk and 
claim management (Walshe and Shortell 
2004). Moreover, the healthcare agenda over 
recent years has been dominated by ‘quick fix’ 
solutions and as a result both the complexity 
of issues involved and the amount of time it 
takes for real and enduring change to occur 
have been underestimated. Consequently, 
the ‘little things’ that define the quality of the 
environment in which patients receive care 
and in which staff provide that care have been 
subordinated to more pressing priorities. Since 
these cultural attributes are not picked up 
in the measures of quality and performance 
currently in use, metrics fail to capture the 
meaning and reality of care culture for patients 
and staff (Hesselink et al. 2013, Mannion et al. 
2008). 
The government’s response to the Francis 
Report: Hard Truths (Department of Health 
2014) outlined a series of measures designed 
to ‘lever up’ and improve the consistency of 
quality across the NHS. While the cumulative 
effect of the implementation of these measures 
may enhance the culture of care this was 
not the sole intent of say the new inspection 
regime of the Care Quality Commission (CQC), 
whose remit stretches beyond the culture of 
care per se.
To address this gap, the purpose of this study 
was to develop and validate a measurement 
instrument with which to gauge the different 
attributes of environments in which care is 
delivered and so help understand the culture  
of care in healthcare organisations.
1.2  Inception of the Culture of Care 
Barometer
In 2008 the NHS, in conjunction with the major 
trade unions, the Healthcare Commission and 
Academy of Medical Royal Colleges, carried out 
a major piece of research including interviews 
with staff from 50 NHS Trusts and a range of 
GP practices (Ipsos MORI, 2008). This research 
found that staff commitment, engagement 
and productivity were strongly linked to four 
‘themes’: 
• the resources to deliver quality care
• the support needed to do a good job
•  a worthwhile job that offers the chance 
to develop 
•  the opportunity to improve team 
working. 
These themes underpin the idea of the Culture 
of Care Barometer as it was first conceived 
by a group of leading nurses and health 
care managers1. The Barometer builds on 
existing tools, such as the staff survey, but was 
intended to be much shorter so that it can be 
used more frequently as a ‘dip-stick’ test of 
the culture of care at different times and in 
different parts of a Trust.
1 The group comprise: Baroness Audrey Emerton,  
Dame Elizabeth Fradd, Prof Tricia Hart, Sir Stephen  
Moss, Flo Panel Coates, Prof Anne Marie Rafferty.
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A key objective was to provide a useful and 
meaningful adjunct to existing tools with 
minimal bureaucratic burden. Key features of 
the Barometer as it was first conceived was 
that it should be able to:
•  act as a mechanism for ‘ward to board’ 
communication 
•  provide an early warning system to 
identify care culture ‘red flag’ areas  
in an organisation
• be short and quick to complete
•  complement not duplicate other 
measures, quality programmes and 
regulation
•  prompt reflection and identify the 
actions required. 
The expectation was that the Culture of  
Care Barometer might work in two ways:
•  as a measurement tool, to assess 
the ‘culture of care’ (and different 
dimensions of that) and to see how  
this varies within an organisation,  
or over time 
•  as a tool to prompt reflection on 
the underlying issues involved in 
creating a culture. For example, it was 
envisaged that the Culture of Care 
Barometer could be used in one-to-
one, or group, discussions with staff to 
stimulate dialogue about the culture 
of an organisation and prompt staff to 
think about what part they can play in 
creating a positive culture. 
The first version of the tool was piloted with a 
sample of 2,000 nursing staff (registered nurses 
and health care support workers) in an acute 
hospital Trust in London by the NNRU at King’s 
College London (Phase one). The initial focus 
of development and piloting was on nursing 
within acute hospital environments. The aim 
was to test the construct and face validity of 
the tool, and explore the extent to which the 
Barometer served the purpose for which was 
designed: that is to measure the culture of 
care across and within an organisation and 
stimulate reflection about the nature and 
variability of the culture found. These findings 
were presented to the participating Trust in a 
separate report.
The idea of a tool to gauge the culture of 
care generated considerable interest across 
the health service and with funding from NHS 
England; the tool went through a second stage 
testing. The revised Culture of Care Barometer 
tool from Phase one was tested with a wider 
range of staff groups, beyond acute settings. 
Two pilot sites, one mental health and one 
community NHS Trust across England were 
identified and took part in Phase two. This 
report presents the findings of Phase two.
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1.3  Research design and  
project overview
The research project consisted of three 
interlocking strands.
A literature review, based on systematic 
principles, that sought to explore the concept 
of organisational culture as relevant to 
healthcare settings, provided the theoretical 
underpinnings of this research. The literature 
review also focused on uncovering developed 
tools and approaches used in healthcare 
settings to measure organisational culture to 
inform the development of the Culture of Care 
Barometer tool. 
A focus group discussion exercise sought 
to explore any insights about the prototype 
Culture of Care Barometer. This also served to 
complement the theoretical underpinning of 
the tool, and incorporated a more pragmatic 
approach to the tool development by 
understanding the interests and needs of NHS 
personnel around the assessment and shaping 
of health care organisational culture. 
An empirical assessment of the Culture of 
Care Barometer in practice, by two further 
NHS organisations as case studies, to validate 
the tool’s scales and to gain insights into the 
practical application of the Culture of Care 
Barometer tool in NHS organisations.
1.4 Structure of the report 
Chapter 2, drawing on a brief review of the 
published literature, sets out the theoretical 
backdrop to the main concepts surrounding 
‘culture of care’, which have underpinned the 
development of the tool. 
Chapter 2 also provides a brief overview of 
existing instruments and tools for measuring 
organisational culture in healthcare with a 
particular focus on the culture of care. We then 
provide an overview of the methodological 
approach and describe the procedures we 
followed in the various stages of instrument 
development and validation in Chapter 3. 
In Chapter 4, we review the tool and present 
the results of factor analysis, as well as 
a discussion on the implementation and 
usefulness of the tool to the participants and 
the two pilot studies. Chapter 5 concludes this 
report with a summary of the tool’s limitations 
and a reflection on the potential contributions 
it may make to a better understanding of the 
culture of care.
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2. ‘Culture of Care’ in theory 
This chapter presents the process of unpacking what is 
meant by ‘culture of care’. It introduces the conceptual 
and theoretical underpinnings of the study. The discussion 
that follows is informed by a review of literature on 
understanding and managing culture in healthcare 
organisational settings. The chapter then turns to a 
brief review of relevant tools and their use in measuring 
culture within healthcare organisations and in particular 
the concept of ‘culture of care’. Firstly, we review briefly 
some of the key policy influences and the drivers of culture 
change that have been the focus of the NHS over the last 
few years and that prompted the focus of this work.
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2.1 Culture and the NHS 
For more than a decade now international 
policy advocates in healthcare have argued for 
a major transformation of professional and 
organisational cultures to enable the instilling 
of new values, beliefs and assumptions to 
guide and underpin new ways of working 
in healthcare organisations (Mannion et al. 
2009, Mannion et al. 2008). The increasing 
international interest in culture transformation 
is based on the notion that if the desired 
improvements in quality and safety are to be 
achieved alongside structural and procedural 
changes then major cultural transformation 
is also needed (Mannion et al. 2009). The 
interest in managing organisational cultures, 
particularly in healthcare, is not new and many 
reforms in the NHS have embraced culture 
change as a key element for improving clinical 
quality, safety and organisational performance 
(Mannion et al. 2009).
The inquiry at Mid Staffordshire NHS 
Foundation Trust brought a fresh focus on 
culture within the NHS. This influential report, 
published in 2013, diagnosed serious culture 
deficiencies within the Trust and recommended 
a fundamental cultural change in the wider 
NHS (Francis 2013). The overarching theme 
of the 290 recommendations from the report 
puts culture at the heart of the scandal of 
fundamental care failings and addresses the 
need for a ‘focus on culture of caring’ mostly 
within nursing but also more widely by all staff 
who work for the NHS. 
A large body of research evidence provides 
insight into the nature of culture and the 
possibilities for shaping culture change to 
produce the desired outcomes (Davis et al. 
2000, Mannion et al. 2008). The sheer volume 
of literature associated with organisational 
culture, culture of compassion and safety 
culture highlights the centrality of culture to 
the provision of healthcare and its importance 
has become increasingly recognised following 
the reports from the Robert Francis Inquiry 
and most recently Sir Robert Francis’s Freedom 
to Speak Up Review (Francis, 2015) has 
highlighted the need for a culture of safety 
and learning in which staff feel safe to raise 
concerns and these conversations take place 
as part of everyday practice without fear of 
blame or recrimination. Sir Robert also stressed 
the importance of staff having time to explore 
issues, analyse the system and share good 
practice. The spirit of Sir Robert’s report aligns 
closely with the intent of the Barometer.  
The current policy agenda highlights cultural 
change as one means of improving healthcare 
services and pays particular attention to the 
culture of care. Yet, in any consideration about 
how the culture of care can change for the 
benefit of the service provided, it is necessary 
to first explain the concepts of organisational 
culture and, in particular, the culture of care. 
The next section draws on the published 
literature to provide the theoretical background 
and the main concepts that form the focus of 
this research. There is a wealth of literature 
on organisational culture and associations 
with healthcare performance, quality of care 
and outcomes. The aim of this review was 
not to replicate work in the field but rather 
to utilise key and influential work that would 
help contextualise our research and identify 
important domains associated with the culture 
of care that could inform the development of 
the Barometer tool.
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2.2 Organisational culture
Culture derives from the Latin root ‘colere’, 
meaning to tend, or to cultivate. Thus, culture 
was originally a noun describing the process of 
fostering the growth of something, especially 
a plant or an animal (Oxford Dictionary 2010). 
Significantly, the root of the word ‘nurse’ 
is the Latin ‘nutricius’ meaning to nurture 
or nourish. Thus the two words share a 
common etymological heritage and meaning. 
This common heritage links the concepts of 
‘culture’ and ‘nurse’ suggesting the centrality 
of nursing to fostering and cultivating care 
and compassion, a factor which may have 
fuelled the media representation of nursing as 
a lightning rod for poor care after the Francis 
inquiry. 
Several definitions of organisational culture can 
be found in the literature from simply ‘the way 
we do things around here’ (Lundy & Cowling 
1996) to a more established classification 
proposed by Schein (1985, p9) defining culture 
as a learned product of shared experience: “the 
pattern of shared basic assumptions – invented, 
discovered or developed by a given group as 
it learns to cope with its problems of external 
adaptation and internal integration...” Much 
of the literature favours the concept of culture 
as shared beliefs, norms and routines that a 
society can be interpreted and understood by. 
Davies et al. (2000) argued that there are two 
broad schools of thought about the concept 
of organisational culture. The first school of 
thought regards culture as something that 
an organisation ‘is’, therefore the concept 
that culture acts as a metaphor for describing 
an organisation rather than a separate 
entity or easily identifiable element of an 
organisation (Davies et al. 2000). The culture 
of an organisation exists in, and is reproduced 
through, the social interaction of participants 
(Scott et al. 2003). The second school of 
thought approaches the concept of culture as 
something that an organisation ‘has’ and is 
therefore aspects of an organisation that can 
be isolated, defined and influenced (Davies 
et al. 2000). Here, culture is considered as an 
attribute along with other attributes of an 
organisation, such as structure and strategy 
(Scott et al. 2003). According to Davies et al. 
(2000) the distinction between viewing culture 
as either an attribute or as a metaphor has 
very important implications for policy. If culture 
is something that an organisation has (as an 
attribute) then it might be possible to create, 
change and manage culture in the pursuit 
of wider organisational objectives (Davies et 
al. 2000). However, if an organisation is a 
cultural entity then the study of this helps to 
understand the process of social construction 
but does not offer insight in terms of shaping 
change (Davies et al. 2000). 
In an attempt to unpick the various elements 
of organisational culture, Schein (2010) 
describes three levels of organisational culture. 
At the first level are the artefacts. These are 
the tangible, overt manifestations of culture, 
which people can see and feel such as dress 
codes, traditions, ceremonies and the reward 
structures unique to an organisation (Doherty 
et al. 2013). At the second level there are the 
espoused beliefs and values. These are various 
adopted beliefs, values, norms, and rules of 
behaviour that members of an organisation 
use as a way of portraying the culture to 
themselves and others (Schein 2010). At the 
third level, organisational culture is deeply 
embedded on assumptions that represent the 
unconscious and taken for granted beliefs 
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and values that structure the thinking and 
behaviour of an individual. These assumptions 
give rise to organisational values that operate 
at a more conscious level and represent the 
standards and goals to which individuals 
attribute intrinsic worth (Davies et al. 2000). 
These values constitute the basic foundation 
for making judgments and distinguish ‘right’ 
from ‘wrong’ behaviour (Davies et al. 2000). 
The analogy of a ‘culture iceberg’ is commonly 
used to demonstrate the visible and invisible 
levels of organisational culture, with the 
visible levels (surface manifestations) of 
the ‘culture iceberg’ being more readily 
manipulated (Doherty et al. 2013, O’Donnell 
and Boyle 2008). Therefore, change strategies 
have focused primarily on the more visible 
aspects such as rites and rituals that help 
shape behaviour (O’Donnell and Boyle 2008). 
However, Schein (2004:8) emphasises that: 
“we can see the behaviour that results, but we 
cannot see the forces underneath that cause 
certain kinds of behaviour”. Therefore, deep-
seated beliefs, feelings and values below the 
surface of the ‘culture iceberg’ must be taken 
into account when considering organisational 
culture and potential change as these are the 
powerful but invisible and, to a considerable 
degree, unconscious elements that impact and 
can cause certain kinds of behaviour yet may 
prove more resistant to external influences 
(O’Donnell and Boyle 2008, Davies et al. 2000). 
Schein identifies three subcultures in any 
organisation that are important to consider 
when analysing the dynamics of change 
(Doherty et al. 2013). These are identified as 
the (1) operator culture - the group of people 
on the frontline who deliver the service, (2) the 
engineer culture - the group of people who 
design the processes by which the organisation 
delivers its products and maintains itself, and 
(3) the executive culture - those responsible 
for the strategic survival of their organisation 
(Doherty et al. 2013). 
West et al. (2014) indicate that culture 
is co-created through the interactions, 
communications, influences and collaborations 
among members of an organisation and 
in healthcare organisations this can create 
cultures within specialities, directorates, 
organisations and whole system. Within 
healthcare organisations culture is a reflector 
of the values of the organisation which 
include quality, safety, compassionate practice 
(West et al. 2014). According to West et al 
(2014) if an organisation has strong values of 
compassion and safety then staff working in 
the organisation learn the importance of caring 
and safe practice. Therefore, they advocate 
that if organisations want to improve care, 
then they must focus on nurturing appropriate 
cultures (West et al. 2014).
The sheer volume of literature around 
organisational culture, culture of compassion 
and safety culture highlights its centrality to the 
provision of healthcare and its importance has 
become increasingly recognised following the 
reports from the Robert Francis Inquiry, most 
recently in 2013. 
Our research focuses on the culture of the 
organisation, as it impacts and is experienced 
by staff in NHS care provider organisations, in 
terms of the ‘culture of care’. The next section 
delineates specifications of the ‘culture of care’ 
concept as the main theoretical base of this 
study. 
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2.3 Culture of care
Within healthcare, taking an organisational 
culture perspective means accepting that 
care and caring practices are influenced 
by contextual structures such as political, 
economic, technical and legal dimensions 
(Rytterström et al. 2013). According to 
Rytterstörm et al. (2013) these dimensions 
create dominant values, norms and beliefs 
that shape how individuals give meaning to 
their tasks and how care is practiced. When 
used with culture, the concept of caring 
refers to the desire to develop caregiving in a 
particular direction (Rytterström et al. 2013). 
Therefore the care culture of an organisation 
concerns meaning making and how meaning 
is expressed in the care of patients (Rytterström 
et al. 2013). 
The concept of care in the care culture of an 
organisation includes both caring and uncaring 
and is related to how ‘care givers’ express 
and create meaning in their performance 
of care (Rytterström et al. 2013). According 
to Kawamura (2013) the qualities of care in 
organisational environments can be divided 
into three categories: individual qualities such 
as curiosity, integrity and courage; relational 
qualities that include nurturing, valuing and 
fostering; and managerial decision making 
qualities such as respect, balance and mindful 
attention. 
A caring supportive culture harnesses 
employees’ psychological capital, which 
has been found to be positively related to 
employee performance, job satisfaction and 
organisational commitment (Luthans et al. 
2008). The caring organisation is built upon 
a culture of care that energises the work of 
organisational members in every position 
and all members are equal participants in the 
co-creation of shared values and outcomes. 
In a caring culture, executives and leaders 
motivate organisational members to cooperate 
by inspiring them to care about the purpose 
of the organisation and supports them to 
build strong and open relationships with 
team members, listen to feedback, receive 
coaching from ‘subordinates’ and encourage 
creative contributions and courageous ideas 
(Kawamura 2013). Similarly, West et al. (2014) 
identify leadership and leaders as important 
determinants of developing and maintaining 
caring cultures since leaders have the power 
to reward and punish practices, they can also 
exercise control of information and resources of 
an organisation and they make choices about 
structures that can shape the work lives of 
other employees (for better or worse). 
In addition, research evidence indicates high 
workloads, professional and personal demand 
and poor control to be associated with low 
job satisfaction and burnout and have poorer 
outcomes for patients (Aiken et al. 2013, Ball 
et al. 2013). Mistreatment of patients and 
staff in organisations can serve as an example 
of how care can be influenced by contextual 
constraints in which caring might not be 
valued (Rytterström et al. 2013, Ranheim et 
al 2011, Turkel 2006). Therefore, it can be 
argued that organisational culture can both 
reduce and prevent mistreatment but can also 
normalise mistreatment, as was the case in Mid 
Staffordshire (Rytterström et al. 2013, Francis 
2013). 
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The concept of caring within healthcare 
literature overlaps with ‘patient-centeredness’ 
as it relates to being compassionate and 
empathetic (Hesselink et al. 2013). However, 
caring represents a broader meaning and 
viewing a caring culture as the only patient-
centred model fails to compute the dynamic 
and reciprocal nature of relationships within 
healthcare environments. Key to such 
relationships is the actions of staff and the way 
staff themselves are treated. For example, West 
et al. (2014) indicates that how staff talk to 
or about patients and how they talk to each 
other may shape the nature of the organisation 
culture. Moreover, the type of behaviours staff 
adopt may be assimilated from behaviours 
they observe in other staff members and this 
may reveal the value an organisation places to 
its members. This is considered central to this 
study. 
While considerable research has placed the 
patient experience at the centre of high quality 
care, it is widely recognised that such care will 
not be possible unless staff themselves are 
empowered and enabled to deliver it (Patterson 
et al. 2011). This was the case in the study 
conducted by the NHS, in conjunction with the 
major trade unions, the Healthcare Commission 
and Academy of Medical Royal Colleges (Ipsos 
MORI 2008) and included interviews with 
staff in 50 NHS Trusts and GPs. As reported in 
Chapter one this project identified that staff 
commitment, engagement and productivity 
was strongly linked to four ‘themes’: (a) the 
resources to deliver quality care, (b) the support 
needed to do a good job, (c) a worthwhile 
job that offers the chance to develop, and (d) 
the opportunity to improve team working. 
These elements underpin the design of the 
Barometer.
Given the power of context to shape behaviour 
we also need to understand the environment 
in which care is delivered can exert a potent 
influence on quality of care. According to 
Nolan et al. (2006), an enriched environment 
is one which patients, staff and family carers 
experience six senses: security, belonging, 
continuity, purpose, achievement and 
significance. This approach to understanding 
the environment of care is broader than 
notions of “patient” or “person” centred 
care, in that it recognises the need for staff 
themselves to work in an enriched environment 
if they are to create such an environment 
for patients and their carers. The role of the 
organisation’s Executive or Board is critical 
in establishing the culture. It defines the 
principles that characterise all aspects of the 
organisations’ conduct, in accordance with the 
values of the NHS, the NHS Constitution and 
the Nolan rules on probity in public life. But 
an equally key role is played by clinical leaders 
such as the ward sister/manager or community 
team leader in establishing an ‘enriched’ 
environment for staff in which they feel valued 
and supported. Clinical leaders themselves 
also need to feel they are supported and 
encouraged. But how can we gauge whether 
an organisation is successfully fostering a 
culture throughout that enables this kind of 
enriched environment to thrive and flourish?
Although many studies focus on measuring 
aspects of care on a micro level, the 
implications this has for patient outcomes 
research is limited to the extent that these 
cultural aspects of care are supported on 
higher, meso and macro levels. Therefore, to 
address this gap, this study brings together 
items and components in the design of a tool 
that aims to measure the extent to which 
a culture of care is shared across members, 
management and the wider organisation. 
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While current staff surveys provide insight 
into staff responses to their environment, 
the Culture of Care Barometer is intended to 
offer an additional dimension by capturing the 
norms of group behaviour in the provision of 
care, the ‘culture of care’. An initial analysis 
of the literature revealed a lack of suitable 
items for measuring all of the four defining 
constructs of caring culture as identified in 
the previous section. Therefore a tool has 
been developed, with the help of an expert 
steering group with experience in inspection, 
regulation, turnaround teams, workforce and 
government inquiries (PACT team as previously 
indicated).
2.4 Approaches to measuring culture
In 2014, the NHS Trust Development Authority, 
the Care Quality Commission (CQC) and 
Monitor committed to developing an aligned 
framework for making judgments of how 
the leadership, management and governance 
ensure the delivery of high quality care for 
patients and promote an open and fair culture. 
The proposed framework was built along 
the lines of the existing quality governance 
framework and within the four domains 
ten question were proposed that can be 
used by organisations and reviewers when 
assessing governance. Within the capability 
and culture domain, the Board members 
need to demonstrate that they have the skills 
and capability to lead the organisation; that 
they can shape an open, transparent and 
quality-focused culture and that they support 
continuous learning and development across 
the organisation. An example of good practice 
in this domain is that the Board uses a range 
of tools to gain insight into cultural differences 
and performance across the Trust.  
The review of the literature to inform this 
study identified a number of influential works 
reporting different instruments that have 
been used in healthcare and in the other 
organisational contexts to measure and 
assess organisational cultures. A major study 
commissioned by the National Institute for 
Health Research (NIHR) and led by Professor 
Russell Mannion identified 70 instruments 
and approaches for exploring and assessing 
organisational culture (Mannion et al. 2009). 
According to this study the sectors most 
interested in organisational culture have been 
business, healthcare and education (Mannion 
et al. 2009). 
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The tools identified varied in terms of their 
methodological and research approaches 
with the majority adopting a structured 
questionnaire approach, self-report in 
nature; while other more unstructured and 
ethnographic approaches were also used. 
The research identified a total of 212 NHS 
organisations, 96 acute Trust and 116 primary 
care Trusts using such tools, but a relatively 
small number of potential available tools is 
used, with the most commonly used tool being 
the Manchester Patient Safety Framework 
(MAPSAF). While the study identified that 
clinical governance managers found these 
tools overall easy to use, some concerns from 
wider stakeholders were raised in terms of 
the terminology used and also some concerns 
about the ‘transplantation’ of tools from other 
industries or other healthcare systems without 
necessarily ‘fit for purpose’ within the NHS 
context (Mannion, 2009). While the study has 
identified a plethora of culture assessment 
tools, the authors indicated a strong demand 
for tools that serve more formative and 
diagnostic purposes rather than summative 
ends and recommends further research into 
how these tools can be used to support 
reflexive practices (Mannion et al. 2009). The 
principle therefore of developing a diagnostic 
tool to assess the ‘culture of care’ while at 
the same time enabling reflection on the 
underlying issues involved in creating a caring 
culture were considered important for the 
development of the Barometer.
Through the literature review it was identified 
that different instruments offer different 
insights and they can help reveal some aspects 
of an organisation’s culture but can obstruct 
others. Our study was particularly concerned 
with examining the ‘culture of care’ in an 
organisation. A recent systematic review by 
Hesselink et al. (2013), aimed at identifying 
instruments or components of instruments 
that measure aspects of a caring culture in 
hospitals, concluded that an ultimate standard 
tool to this extent does not exist.
Hesselink et al.’s (2013) systematic review 
reported seven studies meeting their inclusion 
criteria, which reported on five instruments 
measuring a caring culture in hospitals. Two 
of the tools in their systematic review were 
developed in the UK for use by staff (Shipton 
et al. 2008, Haigh & Ormanby 2011). Shipton 
et al.’s (2008) scale for care quality climate 
comprises 19 items, rated by staff on a five 
point scale, grouped into three subscales: 
leadership (six items), care quality climate 
(seven items) and job satisfaction (six items). 
Haigh and Ormanby’s (2011) instrument 
evaluates the organisation and delivery of 
patient-centred acute nursing care using 45 
items. Erickson et al.’s (2004) 38 item tool, 
developed in the USA, is also intended to be 
used by staff working in acute health care 
settings. Items are grouped into eight domains: 
handling disagreement and conflict (eight 
items), internal work motivation (seven items), 
control over practice (seven items), leadership 
and autonomy in clinical practice (five items), 
staff relationships with physicians (two items), 
24 – ‘Culture of Care’ Barometer Report 2015
teamwork (four items), cultural sensitivity (three 
items) and communication about patients (two 
items). Edvardsson et al. (2008) developed 
two person-centred climate questionnaires 
to measure how hospital environments are 
experienced as person-centred by patients and 
also by staff. Both of the original tools have 
been psychometrically tested and refined. The 
instrument for patients comprises 17 items 
grouped as a climate of safety, a climate of 
everydayness and a climate of hospitality, 
and self-rated using a six point scale. For the 
staff version, on a six point scale, staff rate 14 
items grouped into three domains: a climate 
of safety, a climate of ‘everydayness’ and a 
climate of community. The original tools were 
developed in Sweden and the English language 
version of both has been tested with patient 
and staff populations in Australia. 
Hesselink et al.’s (2013) review reports their 
evaluation of the psychometric properties of 
the five instruments. Of note, on average, 
only 24% of items in the instruments were 
considered relevant to the measurement 
of organisational culture of caring. Thus 
their contribution to the subject is limited. 
Developing a tool that can help healthcare 
organisations diagnose their caring culture 
therefore, can provide important input in 
evaluating the quality of care provided within 
and across organisational settings.
2.5 Summary 
Recent healthcare policy agendas with 
the NHS has reinforced the importance of 
organisational culture as a key element in 
understanding and shaping the basic values, 
beliefs and assumption that underpin patterns 
of behaviours among employees. Moreover, 
the sheer volume of theoretical and empirical 
literature around organisational culture, culture 
of compassion and safety culture highlights 
further the centrality of organisational culture 
to the provision of health care. In view of 
this widespread interest in healthcare policy 
and literature and in the context of post 
Francis inquiry we wanted to explore how 
healthcare organisations could gauge their 
culture of care. Our review of current policy 
and the conceptual underpinnings of the 
organisational culture identified a rich and 
diverse empirical work on the notion and 
nature of organisational cultures as well as 
culture assessment instruments that could be 
used to explore, analyse and interpreted these 
concepts. Our intention here was to make 
explicit the theoretical elements of the study 
and to provide a context to the work that 
influenced the development and refinement of 
the Culture of Care Barometer tool - the major 
one being the concept of the culture of care. 
Building from this and applying well-recognised 
and comprehensive approaches to instrument 
development and validation, we employed 
a multi-stage approach for developing 
and testing a tool to measure the different 
attributes of environments in which care is 
delivered that helps to understand the culture 
of care in healthcare organisations. These 
approaches are discussed in the next chapter.
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3.  Instrument development 
and validation 
In this chapter we set out the approach to the development 
and validation of the Barometer, before reporting on the 
response achieved at the two pilot sites participating in 
phase two of the instrument testing. We then present 
findings from the complete dataset (for both Trusts) to 
illustrate the style of the feedback reports produced for 
each Trust.
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3.1 Approach
With funding from NHS London, a first 
version of the Barometer was piloted with 
a sample of 2,000 nursing staff (registered 
nurses and health care support workers) in an 
acute hospital Trust in London by the NNRU 
at King’s College London (by Professor Anne 
Marie Rafferty and Jane Ball) (phase one). It 
was piloted as an online tool and paper-based 
survey and was in the field from mid-February 
to mid-April 2013. The pilot comprised:  
•  all nursing staff [Registered Nurses (RNs) 
and Health Care Assistants (HCAs)] in 
four different clinical care group settings 
•  individuals were anonymous but the 
departments/units were identifiable 
•  both paper and online versions of the 
survey 
•  several blanket reminders to encourage 
responses
•  a response rate of 24% was achieved 
(less than the target of 40%).
Initial findings were fed back to the Trust 
in May 2013. Key lessons learnt from this 
pilot and recommendations for further 
developments were reported to the project 
steering group in October 2013.
The initial tool presented staff with 37 attitude 
items clustered under four main themes and 
asked staff to indicate their agreement with 
each on a scale of 1-5, from not at all, to fully 
agree. The first section of the questionnaire 
covered six statements that explored the 
issues surrounding resources and quality of 
care, facilities and equipment, staffing levels 
and views of workplace in terms of safety 
and quality. It included the Friends and Family 
Test as a reference item. The second section 
comprised 10 items relating to management 
and support. The third section covered items 
relating to development, staff involvement 
in decision making and overall culture at 
the Trust. The final section covered a range 
of statements including staff meetings, 
teamwork and feedback and willingness of the 
organisation to learn from issues raised, and 
incidents. 
Following data collection, the tool was 
subjected to a series of statistical tests to 
examine how well it performed. Factor analysis 
is a commonly used statistical method for 
examining the nature of the relationships 
between variables in a survey. Essentially, the 
analysis identifies which variables correlate 
strongly with which other variables and offers 
a ‘sensible’ total number of factors. This 
statistical approach identified variables where 
responses to items in the Barometer were 
similar between individuals and allowed them 
to be brought together as ‘themes’. In our 
analysis of the Barometer, as applied in the first 
pilot, the factor analysis produced three main 
factors which could be described as:
• resources and safety
• management and appraisals
• values, ethos and responsiveness.
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Table 3.1: Items in the three themes identified from Factor Analysis
Factor 1: Resources and safety
1a  I have the facilities and equipment I need to do a good job
1b  The Board has an accurate idea of the quality of care provided
1c  Overall, I feel trusted, listened to and valued
1d  There are enough staff for me to do my job well
1e  I would recommend this ward/unit as a good place to work
1f   If a friend or relative needed treatment, I would be happy with the standard of care provided 
by this unit/department
2i   Trust managers have a good understanding of how things really are
4k  I feel safe, secure and supported to do my job
Factor 2: Management and appraisals
2b I have a regular and effective appraisal
2c  Staff here are generally well managed
2e  Bad behaviour is tackled and managed, regardless of who it is
2f  I know who my manager / supervisor is
2g There is strong and visible leadership from senior staff
2h My line manager provides support when I need it
Factor 3: Values, ethos and responsiveness
3g The values of the organisation are directed towards patient wellbeing and dignity
3h A positive ethos is visible at every level of the organisation
3i  Success is celebrated and staff are praised for good work
3j  Overall, there is a positive culture that supports the delivery of excellent care
4h I regularly get feedback on what the organisation learns from patient complaints
4i  I regularly get feedback on what the organisation learns from incidents
4j  My concerns are listened to
28 – ‘Culture of Care’ Barometer Report 2015
Furthermore, reliability tests were also 
undertaken. Reliability tests allow us to gauge 
whether proposed ‘scales’ or themes contain 
items that perform in a consistent and similar 
way. Cronbach’s alpha is the most common 
measure of internal consistency (reliability). 
It is most often used when multiple Likert 
items in a survey/questionnaire are to be 
combined to create a scale, as a means of 
testing whether the scale is reliable. Therefore, 
this was appropriate for testing the Culture of 
Care Barometer scales. Table 3.2 summarises 
the alpha reliability of each section of the 
questionnaire. It should be noted that an 
alpha reliability score above 0.7 is considered 
high, suggesting that all the sections of the 
Barometer have high reliability when used  
as a scale. 
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Table 3.2: Alpha reliability test of the four sections of the Culture of Care Barometer  
and the three factors identified in the questionnaire 
Cronbach’s 
Alpha
No. of  
items
Scale  
mean
Valid/excl. 
cases
Section 1: Resources needed  
to deliver quality care
0.877 6 3.15 432/35 excl.
Section 2: Support needed  
to do a good job
0.894 10 3.50 437/30 excl.
Section 3: Worthwhile job  
with a chance to develop
0.884 10 3.65 436/31 excl.
Section 4: Opportunity to 
improve the way team works
0.907 11 3.25 433/34 excl.
Factor 1: Resources  
and safety
0.905 8 3.08 418/49 excl.
Factor 2: Management  
and appraisals
0.872 6 3.55 445/22 excl.
Factor 3: Values, ethos  
and responsiveness
0.887 7 3.16 440/27 excl.
Source: Culture of Care Barometer: Pilot Survey, 2013
Aside from the analysis already undertaken 
from the first pilot to identify how culture 
varies across the organisation and between 
staff (which was fed back to the first pilot 
Trust), further analysis has focused on 
reviewing how items within the instrument 
perform to identify which are key predictors 
of overall views of culture and whether any 
items effectively perform the same function 
and can be removed to shorten the Barometer. 
The items and emerging factors have been 
reviewed against ‘domains’ related to culture 
identified in the literature. The revised 
Barometer was then tested with a wider range 
of staff groups, beyond acute settings (Phase 
two). Two pilot sites were identified and agreed 
to take part in the second phase. The empirical 
assessment of the tool in these two sites is 
discussed next. 
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3.2  Empirical assessment of the 
Culture of Care Barometer
The aim of the empirical assessment, in phase 
two, was to test the construct and face validity 
of the Barometer with a wider range of staff 
working in community and mental health 
settings; and explore the extent to which the 
Barometer served the purpose for which it 
was designed: that is, to measure the culture 
of care across and within an organisation and 
stimulate reflection about the nature of the 
culture found and how it varied.
The following approach was taken: 
a.  The face validity of the instrument was 
tested through discussion groups with a 
cross section of staff of different levels 
of seniority and from different settings. 
Discussion groups were held in early 
2014 in which staff completed the tool. 
The discussion group was then used to 
get their feedback on each section and 
their understanding of individual items. 
The groups were also used to explore 
staff perceptions of what makes a ‘good 
environment’ and key ‘signs and symptoms’ 
of a place that has a good, or bad, culture. 
b.  Pilot testing of the Barometer through a 
staff survey. The Barometer was finalised for 
use in the pilot Trusts in early 2014 with a 
proposed launch date of May 2014. It was 
offered as both an online and paper-based 
survey. The pilot involved:
 • all staff in each Trust 
 •  individuals completing the survey 
anonymously although department/
ward/specialty/pay band/area were 
identifiable
 •  survey design using software that 
allowed both paper and online 
versions to be produced 
 •  several blanket reminders used  
to boost response rates
 •  a target response rate of at  
least 40%.
A key requirement identified at the outset 
was to work with each Trust in developing 
a communication and feedback strategy to 
support use of the Barometer. This was seen as 
vital, to ensure the highest possible response 
(which affects the reliability and usefulness of 
results) and enables the tool to deliver on its 
objectives. In order to provide a mechanism for 
enriching the culture of care, the Trust needed 
to fully engage with the Barometer’s use – 
before, during and after it is in the field – and 
communicate to staff their commitment to 
its use and to using the results to make a real 
difference to patients and staff.
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3.3 Response
The online Culture of Care Barometer was 
sent to the Trusts for circulation in May and 
June 2014. Most of the online responses were 
completed in the first three weeks of the survey 
although it was open for completion for a total 
of eight weeks. Likewise the postal tool was 
sent to the two Trusts for circulation in May 
and June 2014 (1500 copies to each Trust). 
In total there were 700 completed 
questionnaires (online and postal) from Trust 
1 representing a 25% response rate and 1005 
from Trust 2 (24% response rate). Across both 
Trusts there was variation in response rates for 
different areas, functions and services. 
The aggregate response rate (25%) for both 
Trusts was lower than the target of a minimum 
of 40%. To put this figure in context, nurse 
surveys undertaken by the NNRU, King’s 
College London as part of the RN4Cast: Nurse 
Forecasting in Europe study achieved an 
average of 39%. Meanwhile, the NHS staff 
attitude survey achieved a national response 
rate of 50% in 2012. 
It is difficult to assess the coverage of the 
distribution and the achieved response rate 
without more detailed knowledge of how the 
reminder strategies were deployed and the 
degree of marketing and publicity that the 
survey was given within the Trust. However, it 
seems the Trusts were doing all they could to 
promote and circulate the survey. 
There were no obvious peaks in response over 
the survey period that might correspond to 
specific reminders beyond the initial online 
reminder after one week. 
3.4 Profile of the pilot sites 
The two pilot Trusts were very different from 
one another in scope and geography. One was 
primarily a mental health Trust in London and 
the other was a predominantly Community 
Trust in a mixed urban/rural setting in the South 
of England. Tables 3.3 and 3.4 summarise the 
profiles of the two Trusts. 
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Table 3.3: Staff group by Trust (2014)
Trust 1 Trust 2 All respondents
Registered nursing and  
health visiting staff
30 34 32
Healthcare assistant/support worker 13 5 8
Allied health professionals 25 25 25
Estates and facilities 2 4 3
Doctor/Dentist 5 3 4
Administrative and clerical 15 15 15
Central functions and  
corporate services
4 6 5
Other 4 6 5
More than one ticked 3 2 2
Base = 100% 651 941 1592
By staff group the two pilot Trusts had similar 
respondent profiles, although one covered 
more healthcare assistants/support workers 
whilst the other had a larger proportion of 
respondents who were registered nurses  
and health visiting staff.  
Key differences between the two pilot Trusts 
are in terms of the settings covered as Table  
3.4 shows. 
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Table 3.4: Setting by Trust (2014)
Trust 1 Trust 2 All respondents
Community 36 45 41
Clinics/outpatients 13 14 14
Ward/inpatient units 27 7 15
Office 16 27 23
Other 9 7 7
Base = 100% 659 954 1613
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3.5 Profile of respondents 
Overall across the two Trusts four-in-five  
(82%) respondents were female (and just 26% 
were aged under 40, 32% aged 40-49, 34% 
50 to 59 and 8% were aged 60 plus. 95% 
of respondents were of white ethnic origin 
and 98% spoke English as their first or main 
language. There were no differences in the 
age profile by gender or other demographic 
variables, or by Trust. However, Trust 1 had 
more male respondents (26%) than Trust 2 
(14%). In terms of variation between groups 
of respondents in relation to pay band, staff 
group shows the most significant variation. 
There was a relatively even distribution of 
registered nurse and health visiting staff 
between bands 5, 6 and 7. HCAs/support 
workers were concentrated on Bands 1-4, 
as were those working in estates and in 
administrative and clerical staff groups. 
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Table 3.5: Staff group by pay band (both Trusts 2014)
Band 4 
and below
Band 5 Band 6 Band 7 Band 8 
plus
Base N=
Registered nursing and 
health visiting staff
5 21 27 36 11 501
Healthcare assistant/
Support worker
96 1 2 1 0 129
Allied health 
professionals
6 10 30 32 23 387
Estates and facilities 80 4 12 2 2 51
Doctor/Dentist 59 5 8 3 24 37
Administrative and 
clerical
71 14 7 3 5 238
Central functions and 
corporate services
9 10 23 20 38 79
Other 42 5 17 25 12 77
More than one ticked 50 6 17 17 11 36
All respondents 30 13 21 23 13 1535
36 – ‘Culture of Care’ Barometer Report 2015
By setting there was less variation between 
respondents with staff working in office 
functions distributed across the full range 
of pay bands. Staff located in community 
clinics and outpatients were more likely to be 
employed on Band 7, while ward/inpatient 
units employed more staff on bands 1-5.
Band 4  
and below
Band 5 Band 6 Band 7 Band 8 
plus
Base N=
Community 19 12 26 31 12 641
Clinics/outpatients 22 9 25 25 19 204
Ward/inpatient units 42 22 12 17 7 229
Office 44 11 14 11 20 365
Other 42 11 18 25 5 101
 All respondents 30 13 21 23 12 1540
Table 3.6: Setting by pay band (both Trusts 2014)
Two-thirds of staff across the two Trusts 
worked full-time (68%) with 32% working 
part-time. Women were more likely to work 
part-time (36% compared to 13% of men). 
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3.6 Results
The Culture of Care Barometer presents  
staff with 30 attitude items and asks them  
to indicate their agreement with each on a 
scale of 1-5: from strongly disagree, to  
strongly agree. 
The findings presented in this section represent 
the summary frequencies across both Trusts 
looking at differences in response patterns 
between staff according to: area, setting, 
service, staff group pay band, mode of working 
and by gender and age band. The analysis 
draws out themes in the items and looks 
at differences in response patterns to these 
groups of items which are drawn together  
in a scale.
Overview 
Table 3.7 presents the summary findings for 
each of the 30 items as they are presented 
in the Culture of Care Barometer indicating 
where there are statistical differences between 
the two Trusts surveyed. In each case where 
a difference was highlighted more staff from 
Trust 2 responded positively. Overall though, 
staff from both Trusts responded positively to 
most of the items. The most positive responses 
were in relation to:
•  The people I work with are friendly 
(90% agree)
•  I feel respected by my co-workers  
(84% agree)
•  My manager treats me with respect 
(82% agree)
Where there was a more negative response it 
was in relation to issues concerned with the 
Trust management and resources. For example: 
•  Trust managers know how things really 
are (48% of staff disagree with this 
statement) 
•  I am able to influence how things are 
done in the Trust (45% disagree) 
•  I have sufficient time to do my job  
well (45% disagree). 
The sections following Table 3.8 bring together 
items under general themes so that some 
analysis of variation between different  
groups of respondents can be conducted.
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Strongly 
disagree
Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
agree
Mean 
score
Base 
N=
1   I have the resources I  
need to do a good job 9 27 11 46 7 3.2 1689
2  I feel respected by my  
co-workers 2 5 9 55 29 4.0* 1693
3  I have sufficient time  
to do my job well 15 30 17 33 5 2.8 1683
4  I am proud to work  
in this Trust 5 12 29 40 13 3.4* 1691
5  My line manager treats  
me with respect 4 6 9 44 38 4.1* 1685
6  The Trust values the  
service we provide 8 18 27 39 8 3.2 1685
7  I would recommend  
this Trust as a good  
place to work
8 14 29 40 9 3.3* 1681
8  I feel well supported  
by my line manager 5 9 13 41 32 3.9* 1687
9  I am able to influence  
the way things are done  
in my team
5 12 17 49 17 3.6* 1684
10  I feel part of a well-
managed team 6 15 17 43 19 3.6* 1688
11  I know who my  
line manager is 1 1 2 41 55 4.5 1682
12  Unacceptable behaviour  
is consistently tackled 6 17 28 40 10 3.3* 1679
13  There is strong leadership 
at the highest level in  
the Trust
11 18 37 27 7 3.0* 1678
14  When things get difficult,  
I can rely on my colleagues 2 7 13 51 27 3.9* 1679
15  Trust managers know  
how things really are 20 28 29 20 4 2.6 1682
Table 3.7: Culture of Care Barometer – Aggregate findings (percentages)
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Strongly 
disagree
Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
agree
Mean 
score
Base 
N=
16  I feel able to ask for  
help when I need it 2 9 11 58 19 3.8* 1636
17  I know exactly what is 
expected of me in my job 2 10 11 55 22 3.8 1640
18  I feel supported to  
develop my potential 8 17 19 43 13 3.4 1636
19  A positive culture is  
visible where I work 7 16 21 44 12 3.4* 1638
20  The people I work with  
are friendly 1 2 7 51 39 4.2* 1641
21  My line manager gives  
me constructive feedback 4 8 17 47 23 3.8* 1638
22  Staff successes are 
celebrated by the Trust 6 11 33 42 9 3.4* 1635
23  The Trust listens to  
staff views 11 21 36 28 4 2.9 1640
24  I get the training and 
development I need 6 15 19 50 10 3.4* 1636
25  I am able to influence how 
things are done in the Trust 16 30 34 17 3 2.6 1638
26  The Trust has a  
positive culture 9 16 34 35 6 3.1* 1635
27  I am kept well informed 
about what is going on  
in our team
5 11 16 52 15 3.6 1636
28  I have positive role  
models where I work 4 9 17 50 20 3.7* 1638
29  I feel well informed  
about what is happening  
in the Trust
8 14 26 44 8 3.3* 1636
30  My concerns are  
taken seriously by  
my line manager
5 9 17 45 24 3.7* 1638
Table 3.7: continued
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The seven themes that were devised using a 
combination of bringing together items that 
were designed to examine similar issues and 
analysis to test the reliability of the combined 
items are shown in the Table 3.8 below. All the 
items are strongly correlated with each other 
within each theme with an alpha reliability 
score above 0.7. This suggests that for each 
group the items are measuring the same 
‘theme’. Again, * represents where there is a 
significant difference between the two Trusts 
and in each case Trust 2 values were more 
positive than Trust 1. 
Table 3.8: Culture of Care Barometer: themes definitions/coverage and mean scores 
Theme: Items 
(from 3.1)
Definition/ 
coverage
Mean 
score
Sig. independent 
variables
Base 
N=
Engagement:
15, 21, 
27, 29
Communication, being 
kept informed
3.3* Service, working hours 1612
Empowerment:
9, 23, 25, 
30
Influence and being 
listened to
3.2
Pay band, service, staff 
group
1621
Management/
Leadership:
10, 11, 
12, 13, 28
Team/line 
management, role 
models and leadership
3.6* Age band, setting 1603
Values:
2, 4, 5, 6, 
7, 19, 22, 
26
Pride in Trust, 
recognition, respect 
and overall culture
3.5* Service, age band 1582
Role: 17, 18, 24
Training and 
development and 
support to develop
3.5 Service 1624
Resources: 1, 3
Resources and time to 
do a good job
3.0
Staff group, service, 
pay band
1672
Team:
8, 14, 16, 
20
Support from team, 
colleagues and line 
manager
4.0* Service, staff group 1618
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Views are most positive in relation to the 
degree of support respondents feel in their 
working lives from their team, colleagues and 
line manager but are more negative in response 
to the resources and time they have to do a 
good job. 
Views are also relatively negative in relation 
to the sense of empowerment they feel they 
have to influence how things are done at the 
Trust and the degree to which they feel their 
opinions are listened to and heard by the Trust. 
The following sections look in a little more 
detail at each of the themes.
a. Engagement
This group of items looks at views of 
engagement within the Trust.
Strongly 
disagree
Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
agree
Mean 
score
Base 
N=
15  Trust managers know  
how things really are 20 28 29 20 4 2.6 1682
21  My line manager gives  
me constructive feedback 4 8 17 47 23 3.8* 1638
27  I am kept well informed 
about what is going on  
in our team
5 11 16 52 15 3.6 1636
29  I feel well informed  
about what is happening  
in the Trust
8 14 26 44 8 3.3* 1636
Table 3.9: Culture of Care Barometer: Engagement theme (percentages) 
As noted above in Table 3.7, views of the 
degree to which Trust management know 
how things really are at the Trust are relatively 
negative and scored as the most negative 
response of all the items. Gender is most 
strongly correlated with engagement across  
the two Trusts. For example, just 18% of 
women disagree with the statement ‘I feel  
well informed about what is going on in  
the Trust’ compared to 31% of men. 
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b. Empowerment 
This group of items looks at views of 
empowerment.
Strongly 
disagree
Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
agree
Mean 
score
Base 
N=
9  I am able to influence  
the way things are done  
in my team
5 12 17 49 17 3.6* 1684
23  The Trust listens to  
staff views 11 21 36 28 4 2.9 1640
25  I am able to influence how 
things are done in the Trust 16 30 34 17 3 2.6 1638
30  My concerns are  
taken seriously by  
my line manager
5 9 17 45 24 3.7* 1638
Table 3.9: Culture of Care Barometer: Engagement theme (percentages) 
As noted above, views of the degree to which 
staff feel able to influence how things are done 
at the Trust were relatively negative and scored 
as the second most negative response of all the 
items (46% disagreeing with the statement). 
Again, gender is a significant variable with 
women responding more positively than men 
on each item. 
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c. Management and leadership at the Trust
This group of items looks at views of 
management and leadership at the Trust.
Table 3.11: Culture of Care Barometer: Management and leadership theme (percentages) 
This theme was the second highest scoring 
of all the themes. Again, gender showed the 
strongest correlation, in particular with ‘I have 
positive role models where I work’. Nearly three 
quarters (73%) of women reported agreement 
with this statement compared to 59% of men.
Strongly 
disagree
Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
agree
Mean 
score
Base 
N=
10  I feel part of a well-
managed team 6 15 17 43 19 3.6* 1688
11  I know who my  
line manager is 1 1 2 41 55 4.5 1682
12  Unacceptable behaviour  
is consistently tackled 6 17 28 40 10 3.3* 1679
13  There is strong leadership 
at the highest level in  
the Trust
11 18 37 27 7 3.0* 1678
28  I have positive role  
models where I work 4 9 17 50 20 3.7* 1638
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d. Values at the Trust
This group of items looks at views of values  
at the Trust. 
Table 3.12: Culture of Care Barometer: Values (percentages)
Significantly, more respondents replied 
positively when considering all the items 
embraced in the theme ‘Values’ than 
responded negatively. In particular, there 
appears to be high levels of respect within 
the organisations, with three quarters of staff 
indicating that they feel respected by both their 
line managers and their fellow co-workers. 
There is a significant difference between the 
two Trusts in response to these items and 
overall. For example, 89% of respondents from 
Trust 2 indicated that they felt respected by 
their co-workers compared to 78% of staff 
from Trust 1.
Strongly 
disagree
Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
agree
Mean 
score
Base 
N=
2  I feel respected by my  
co-workers 2 5 9 55 29 4.0* 1693
4  I am proud to work  
in this Trust 5 12 29 40 13 3.4* 1691
5  My line manager treats  
me with respect 4 6 9 44 38 4.1* 1685
6  The Trust values the  
service we provide 8 18 27 39 8 3.2 1685
7  I would recommend  
this Trust as a good  
place to work
8 14 29 40 9 3.3* 1681
19  A positive culture is  
visible where I work 7 16 21 44 12 3.4* 1638
22  Staff successes are 
celebrated by the Trust 6 11 33 42 9 3.4* 1635
26  The Trust has a  
positive culture 9 16 34 35 6 3.1* 1635
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e. Roles at the Trust
This group of items look at views of roles at 
the Trust. Most staff feel they know what is 
expected of them in their jobs, feel supported 
to develop to their potential and get the 
training and support they need. 
Table 3.13: Culture of Care Barometer: Roles (percentages) 
Looking at differences between services it is 
noticeable that women respond more positively 
than men. For example, just six per cent of 
women strongly disagree with the statement 
‘I feel supported to develop my potential’ 
compared to 15% of men. 
Strongly 
disagree
Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
agree
Mean 
score
Base 
N=
17  I know exactly what is 
expected of me in my job 2 10 11 55 22 3.8 1640
18  I feel supported to  
develop my potential 8 17 19 43 13 3.4 1636
24  I get the training and 
development I need 6 15 19 50 10 3.4* 1636
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f. Resources at the Trust
This group of items looks at views of resources 
at the Trust. Here the responses were the most 
negative of all the seven themes with 38% of 
all staff agreeing with the statement saying 
they do not have enough time to do their  
job well. 
Table 3.14: Culture of Care Barometer: Resources (percentages) 
Pay band is correlated with this statement with 
staff on higher pay bands more inclined to 
disagree than those on bands 1-4 and 5. 
Strongly 
disagree
Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
agree
Mean 
score
Base 
N=
1   I have the resources I  
need to do a good job 9 27 11 46 7 3.2 1689
3  I have sufficient time  
to do my job well 15 30 17 33 5 2.8 1683
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g. Teams at the Trust
This group of items looks at views of team 
working at the Trust.
Table 3.15: Culture of Care Barometer: Teams (percentages)
Team working would appear to be the most 
positive aspect of the working culture at both 
Trusts with high levels of agreement across all 
the items. The high level of agreement means 
that differences between different groups of 
staff are minimal. However, it is worth noting 
that staff in Trust 2 were more positive in their 
response to these items than staff in Trust 1 
and it is this area where the Trust differences 
are greatest. For example, 83% of staff in Trust 
2 agreed with the statement ‘When things get 
difficult, I can rely on my colleagues’ compared 
to 70% of staff in Trust 1.
Strongly 
disagree
Disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
agree
Mean 
score
Base 
N=
8  I feel well supported  
by my line manager 5 9 13 41 32 3.9* 1687
14  When things get difficult,  
I can rely on my colleagues 2 7 13 51 27 3.9* 1679
16  I feel able to ask for  
help when I need it 2 9 11 58 19 3.8* 1636
20  The people I work with  
are friendly 1 2 7 51 39 4.2* 1641
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Action needed to improve culture  
of care at the Trusts
After responding to the 30 items addressing 
the culture of care, respondents were asked to 
comment if they felt any action was required to 
improve the culture of care where they work. 
Table 3.16 summarises the responses into 
categories. In total, 131 respondents provided 
comments (13% of all respondents). 
The most frequently cited issue (by 26% of 
respondents) concerned the Trusts valuing their 
staff more by communicating better, keeping 
staff informed, listening and respecting the 
opinions of staff. One in four wanted to see 
improvements to management, specifically 
being more understanding, better interaction 
and not having unrealistic expectations.
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Table 3.16: Culture of Care Barometer: Actions needed to improve culture 
Theme Detail % cases
Recruitment/retention Recruiting/retaining wrong staff/too many managers 9
Management
Unrealistic expectations/better understanding/more action/
less micro-management/better interaction/supervision
25
Staffing levels/skill mix Insufficient staff/shortages/sickness problems 20
Teamwork Less individualism/more co-operation 2
Targets
Target driven culture/wrong targets/missing point of care/
bureaucracy/put patients first/paperwork
11
Reorganisation/restructuring Stop restructuring/stop wasting money/reinventing wheel 3
Training and development More opportunities/more funding 11
Culture Gossip/cliques/favourites/bullying 11
Funding/Financial/pay Financial cuts/lack of funding 5
Equipment/IT Access to better IT/protocols etc. 6
Workload High workload/pressure/stress/low morale as a result 8
Value (communication) Respect opinions/listen to staff/inform staff 26
Value (reward) Reward/congratulate/recognise 9
Value (care of staff) Look after needs (parking/staff rooms etc.) 9
Other comment 5
Base No. of cases 129
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The Barometer seemed capable of identifying 
important foci for improvement and items that 
management could take forward in enhancing 
relationships with staff. The need for Trusts 
to value their staff by communicating better; 
keeping staff up to date with developments, 
and listening more adeptly were strong themes. 
The Barometer also prompted reflection from 
staff on what action they needed to take 
based on their basis of their response to the 
Barometer. The need to include an item in the 
Barometer regarding responsibility of taking 
action forward by both management and staff 
can be highlighted and included in a revised 
version. Clarity of expectations on both sides 
was paramount and a necessary foundation  
for building trust.
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4. Review of the Barometer 
 
4.1 Identification of ‘themes’ through Factor 
Analysis
The Barometer has been subjected to a series of statistical 
tests to examine how well it has performed. As in the first 
phase of pilot testing factor analysis was used as a way of 
examining the nature of the relationships between variables, 
to identify ‘factors’ or themes that may be held in common. 
In our analysis of the data from the pilot of the Barometer, 
in stage two, four factors were identified. 
Having identified the factors and established which items 
are associated with them, we considered the factor lists and 
looked for high loading variables (greater than 0.4). The 
four factors can be broadly summarised as: 
• Factor 1 is linked to Trust level values and culture 
•  Factor 2 is concerned with team level support  
and management 
•  Factor 3 is linked to support and respect between 
colleagues
•  Factor 4 concerns constraints in undertaking  
the job.
Composition of scales
The four factors are produced from responses to the  
items where respondents were asked to indicate the  
extent to which they agreed, or disagreed, that each of the 
characteristics listed were present in their current job. The 
five response categories were: strongly disagree, disagree, 
neither, agree and strongly agree. The composition of the 
factors was based on aggregating the scores for each item 
to create a single score for each factor and dividing this 
figure by the number of items in the Barometer to provide  
a meaningful ‘average’ value. 
The items included in each factor are shown in the four 
tables below, with the constituent items ranked in terms  
of their loading. Those items with the higher loading values 
can be considered most indicative of the factor coverage.
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Table 4.1: Composition of scales Factor 1
Factor 1: Trust: values, culture and communication Loading
23  The Trust listens to staff views 0.84
26  The Trust has a positive culture 0.77
13  There is strong leadership at the highest level in the Trust 0.75
25  I am able to influence how things are done in the Trust 0.74
7  I would recommend this Trust as a good place to work 0.70
29  I feel well informed about what is happening in the Trust 0.70
22  Staff successes are celebrated by the Trust 0.70
6  The Trust values the service we provide 0.69
15  Trust managers know how things really are 0.68
4  I am proud to work in this Trust 0.65
19  A positive culture is visible where I work 0.50
24  I get the training and development I need 0.40
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Table 4.2: Composition of scales Factor 2
Factor 2: Team: support and management Loading
8  I feel well supported by my line manager 0.87
5  My line manager treats me with respect 0.84
21 My line manager gives me constructive feedback 0.83
30 My concerns are taken seriously by my line manager 0.81
10 I feel part of a well-managed team 0.60
27 I am kept well informed about what is going on in our team 0.52
18 I feel supported to develop my potential 0.50
11 I know who my line manager is 0.45
9  I am able to influence the way things are done in my team 0.44
16 I feel able to ask for help when I need it 0.44
12 Unacceptable behaviour is consistently tackled 0.40
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Table 4.3: Composition of scales Factor 3
Factor 3: Colleagues: respect and support Loading
20  The people I work with are friendly 0.81
14  When things get difficult, I can rely on my colleagues 0.79
2  I feel respected by my co-workers 0.76
28  I have positive role models where I work 0.56
Culture of Care Barometer Report 2015 – 55
Table 4.4: Composition of scales Factor 4
Factor 4: Ability to do the job Loading
3  I have sufficient time to do my job well 0.79
1  I have the resources I need to do a good job 0.72
17 I know exactly what is expected of me in my job 0.41
Reliability analyses were performed on each 
factor. This provides a measure of how the 
items contained within the factor can be seen 
as ‘going together’. An alpha reliability score 
of 0.7 or higher can be considered a positive 
endorsement of the scale and factor.
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Table 4.5: Reliability analysis 
Factor 1 
Trust level values
Factor 2 
Team support
Factor 3 
Relationship with 
colleagues
Factor 4 
Job constraints
Items 11 11 4 3
Alpha reliability 0.93 0.93 0.84 0.70
Valid N= 1568 1557 1617 1616
Mean score 3.7 3.2 4.0 3.3
Clearly, respondents are most positive about 
their relationships with colleagues, with an 
average score of 4.0 (out of 5). Most staff in 
both Trusts feel well supported and respected 
by their colleagues and feel they can rely 
on them when times get hard. Most staff in 
both Trusts also feel that overall, there is a 
positive culture. Less positive scores can be 
found when looking within the team: support, 
communication and management. Similarly, 
when looking at constraints within the job in 
terms of staffing levels, resources and what is 
expected of individuals in their jobs, there is a 
more negative overall response.
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Table 4.6: ANOVA: significant correlations with independent variables
ANOVA: significant correlations
Factor 1:  
Trust level values
Name (Trust) F=12.7 Trust 2 responds more positively  
B4 (staff group) F=2.6 (estates and admin respond marginally less positively)  
B7 (gender) F=16.4 women respond more positively
Factor 2:  
Team level 
support and 
management
Name (Trust) F=15.3 Trust 2 responds more positively 
B7 (gender) F=12.7 women respond more positively
Factor 3: 
Colleagues: 
support and 
respect
Name (Trust) F=52.2 Trust 2 responds more positively  
B2 (setting) F=13.68 community responds more positively than ward/inpatients 
B4 (staff group) F=9.9 nursing/AHP respond more positively than estates/admin 
B6 (working hours) part-time more positive than full-time 
B7 (gender) F=48.6 women respond more positively 
BME (white/BME split) F=29.7 white respondents more positive than BME
Factor 4: 
Constraints  
in the job
Pay band F=27.7 higher pay bands more negative than lower.  
B4 (staff group) F=9.3 community more negative than ward/inpatients 
BME F=13.9 BME more positive than white respondents 
B4 (staff group) F=9.3 community more negative than ward/inpatients 
BME F=13.9 BME more positive than white respondents
When this analysis is run for each Trust, for 
Trust 2 (with more respondents) the scales are 
more or less identical but for Trust 1 there are 
only three factors that come out of the analysis 
with all of factor 4, some variables in factor 
2 moving into factors 1 and 3 which contain 
more variables than when the analysis is run  
on the data for both Trusts.
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4.2  The value and usefulness of  
the Barometer to participants
The results from the survey were presented to 
the Trusts through two independent reports 
detailing the findings from the Barometer in 
each Trust. Following the presentation of the 
results key individuals in the two Trusts were 
invited to a follow up session to discuss these 
and provide feedback on the usefulness of 
the tool. These sessions were recorded and 
analysed thematically. This section summarises 
the combined findings from the two sessions, 
focusing on the value and usefulness of the 
Barometer to participants.
Culture was seen by Trusts within the study 
as a particular way of doing things, a form 
of signalling about what the values of the 
organisation are. The Barometer was perceived 
as useful in providing a reference point for 
Trusts to gauge where they were on a cultural 
spectrum or journey. It was significant that 
organisations responded very much in terms of 
the cultural challenges they were confronting, 
large scale restructuring for instance, and 
geographical dispersal, which made it harder 
to create a coherent and consistent vision 
of culture around which all groups could 
coalesce. Discussions about the Barometer in 
debriefing discussions brought these challenges 
to the fore. One of the hardest elements of 
the post-Francis challenge was encouraging 
people to speak out…”how do you do it?’’ 
It was recognised that the Barometer could 
be useful as a tracking device to gauge 
where organisations were, for example on a 
Foundation Trust journey or the product of 
mergers and therefore encompassing many 
cultures over time. The Barometer was seen 
as a useful probe into the different cultures 
prevailing in geographical enclaves and 
therefore as an index of identity, specifically the 
organisation with which staff identified. It was 
interesting that in both Trusts participating in 
the pilot the Barometer stimulated discussions 
about ‘us and them’ divisions between staff 
groups and between staff and management. 
The Barometer’s surfacing of such discussions 
suggests it is tapping into something sensitive 
and significant within the organisation - the 
degree of social as well as geographical 
distance staff groups felt from each other. It 
was perceived as useful for delving into more 
detail and promoting dialogue around staff 
issues. 
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Implementation of the Culture  
of Care Barometer tool
The two pilot studies used similar approaches 
to disseminate and implement the Culture of 
Care Barometer within their organisations. 
The implementation of the tool in the two 
Trusts with multiple sites at each site presented 
a range of challenges such as the logistics 
of implementing the survey in large and 
geographically dispersed organisations with 
minimal administration burden and on tight 
resources and time frames. The tool was also 
implemented at a time when different surveys 
were running concurrently and therefore this 
may have contributed to the low response 
rate. Both sites utilised different approaches to 
increase staff awareness about the project and 
the distribution and follow up of participants. 
The main focus of these strategies was the 
broadly-based communication of the project 
within the Trusts and the alignment of the 
project with other culture-related initiatives 
that were running at the same time. Both sites 
used an impressive range of communication 
strategies such as blog entries, disseminating 
information through Trust conferences and 
executive meetings, as well as through 
emails and other means to achieve maximum 
coverage of staff and increase response rates. 
The sites were also able to align the project 
with other culture-related initiatives such as 
‘culture transformation projects’ to help and 
inform their actions and strategies on culture 
transformation. 
Role of the Culture of Care Barometer tool
The role of the Barometer as a diagnostic 
‘dip-stick’ at one or several points in time 
seemed to be appreciated as well as a broader 
index of change. The fundamental value of 
the Barometer was reflected in the belief 
that ‘culture changes by talking about it’ and 
the Barometer helped to surface issues for 
discussion. People enjoyed the opportunity to 
meet and talk about culture, so focus groups 
were lively and in the words of one senior 
manager. ‘‘I had a lot of people phoning me 
to ask about the results…the fact that people 
were asking before the results were ready was 
a message in itself.” 
The brevity of the tool, the fact that it was easy 
to complete and was perceived as targeting 
the right domains was appreciated by staff. 
It also seemed to triangulate well with the 
positives people reported in the staff survey: 
working in teams, their relationship with their 
line manager and resources to do a good job. 
These were seen as helpful in drilling into 
further detail or using it as a prompt for a 
‘quality conversation’ for instance, with smaller, 
discrete groups, teams or where it was felt 
things were not quite right or organisations felt 
the need to gauge the impact of changes they 
had made.
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Managing expectations
Respondents were also aware of the dangers 
of survey and the potential of the Barometer 
(amongst other initiatives) to overload staff or 
repeat items in the staff survey and Friends and 
Family Test. The consensus overall was though 
that the Barometer chimed with these other 
instruments, adding ‘colour and depth’ to 
them. As one senior executive commented:  
“I think it is a much richer type of feedback 
than we get from the staff survey. We liked the 
logic and flow and could appreciate the sense 
of questions.” 
One item that cropped up in discussions was 
the ‘the people I work with are friendly’ item 
and the importance of this as a proxy for 
getting things done and feeling empowered to 
make a difference. The role of the Barometer 
in adding value to data already held within the 
organisation and helping to guide interpretive 
discussion was appreciated. In particular, the 
commentary was identified as providing a rich 
source of intelligence in helping to unpack: 
“trying to understand what it is that matters to 
staff and what they feel about the place that 
they work in.” It was also regarded as helpful 
in picking up on contradictions that might 
exist in organisations, as one senior manager 
observed “where you’ve got high scores for, 
my manager treats me with respect, but then, 
Oh, I don’t think my manager understands 
what the real world is like.” The richer 
feedback than the staff survey helped tease 
out the contradictions and take the quality of 
conversation at team level to the next stage. 
Equally important was the need to emphasise 
what the Barometer could not do. There was 
the recognition that Boards were often keen 
to quicken that pace of change and see the 
Barometer as a catalyst. Caution against this 
was also raised: 
Culture, as you’ve just said… 
does not change overnight  
and the fact that it is a prompt  
to reflect upon has been I think  
a really powerful aspect of the 
tool. But knowing that there is a…
buffeting wind to say okay, well 
let’s, speed up a change in our 
positivity and positive culture,  
or cultures, in our organisation. 
Is this tool the golden chalice 
that we’ve been looking for? Or 
is it another lens and perspective 
and tool to enable us to have the 
conversation? So that pace of 
change isn’t met by undertaking 
the Culture of Care Barometer. 
No I don’t think it’s supposed to. 
I don’t think the purpose of the 
Barometer is to create that  
pace and speed.
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It was recognised therefore that the Barometer 
was not a force multiplier towards a positive 
culture but designed to assist in measuring 
culture. Everything depended upon how it was 
used, not just its inherent properties. Moreover, 
the fact that it could be used in conjunction 
with other tools and interventions, for example, 
appreciative inquiry was regarded as one of the 
pluses to take forward. It was also regarded as 
an asset in enabling conversations between the 
Executive and staff and breaking down ‘us and 
them’ barriers since the Executive recognised it 
had a responsibility to help staff to realise their 
potential. Also, by combining with other tools 
the Barometer was seen as enabling action and 
helping to “unlock some of the things that 
are worrisome as well as linking to a positive 
culture and helping build that culture”.
Overall, the Barometer was seen as simple and 
easy-to-use as well as quick to complete. It 
was valued as a useful adjunct to other tools 
such as the staff survey and Friends and Family 
Test and sensitive to surfacing sub-cultures 
where these existed. Its added value seemed to 
rest on its capacity to delve more deeply into 
cultural issues around the care environment; 
provide an enriched source of feedback for 
Trusts; and prompt ‘quality conversations’ for 
groups as well as Board/Executive level. It was 
regarded as a valuable stimulus for reflection 
through the issues it targeted.
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5.  Implications for practice  
and next steps
5.1 The focus of the study
Recent failings within the NHS and high profile cases such 
as the Mid Staffordshire NHS Foundation Trust inquiry have 
created a greater emphasis on delivering high-quality, safe 
and compassionate care at a time of limited resources and 
significant pressures to make efficiency savings. The role of 
culture within organisations is identified amongst the most 
important features in improving patient care, safety and 
organisational performance. 
The concept and research field of organisational culture is 
vast with many different theories of how this can be defined 
or measured. Whether organisational culture is defined in 
its simplest terms as ‘the way we do things around here’ 
or as the shared beliefs, routines, attitudes and norms of 
behaviour, organisations are increasingly recognising is that 
they cannot make sustainable improvements to the care 
delivered without paying close attention to their culture. 
In view of the widespread healthcare policy and 
organisational interest in this area the Culture of Care 
Barometer was developed to help healthcare executives 
and clinical staff assess the culture of care within their care 
environment, team structures and across their organisations. 
Through this study, we sought to develop and validate a 
measurement instrument with which to gauge the different 
attributes of environments in which care is delivered 
and help understand the culture of care in healthcare 
organisations.
We identified four factors relating to the culture of care 
environment and these were linked to the Trust level values 
and culture; to the team level support and management; 
support and respect between colleagues; and constraints  
in undertaking the job. 
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5.2  A Culture of Care Barometer: 
Lessons learned 
Enabling the workforce to put the right things 
in place for patients is key to improving NHS 
performance in terms of quality and safety 
and this has been the underlying principle 
of the Culture of Care Barometer tool. The 
challenge all organisations face is that there is 
not one-size-fits-all as each individual is unique 
and will react differently to the challenges 
and values of an organisation. Mannion et al 
(2009) in their comprehensive study aiming to 
identify tools that are currently used by NHS 
organisations to assess their culture reported 
that there is still demand for tools that can be 
used by organisations for formative diagnostic 
purposes and can support reflexive practice. 
This was something that the Barometer set 
out from the beginning as important and 
given the feedback from the participating sites 
the Barometer seems to have both served its 
purpose as a measurement tool while at the 
same time capable of prompting reflection 
and allowing more in-depth discussions and 
understanding of the culture of care. Moreover, 
the iterative approach to the development of 
the tool initially from the PACT group through 
discussions and feedback from different 
groups in the organisations has allowed the 
development of the tool to evolve organically 
taking due account of the needs and contexts 
of the actors involved in its development. 
One of the benefits of the Culture of Care 
Barometer tool is its sensitivity to groups. The 
tool was considered particularly useful within 
teams or groups of staff as a way of breaking 
down barriers, challenges and problems 
distinct to a particular area. It provided a useful 
stimulus for discussion and reflection with the 
opportunity to create and start a dialogue at 
different levels within the organisation. It also 
surfaced social and geographical concerns 
and divisions. By embracing a multiplicity of 
cultures within organisations it demonstrated 
the importance of the cultural link with staff 
identity and those with whom staff identify 
with in the organisation. Above all it drew 
attention to the social processes at work  
within the organisation and the value  
placed on positive collegial relations. 
On the other side of the balance sheet the 
response rate was lower than hoped for and 
the main group of respondents, both at staff 
discussion groups and online, were nurses. 
This was in spite of the energetic efforts made 
by management at both sites to publicise 
the Barometer and generate interest and 
enthusiasm for completing the tool. Given 
the findings about ‘them and us’ divisions 
the Barometer may have been perceived by 
staff as yet another management tool and 
therefore not ‘owned’ by the wider staff 
group. A further caveat is that the Barometer 
may have been perceived as the business of 
nurses and not all staff groups. A similar trend 
of a higher proportion of nurses participating 
in such projects was also reported by King’s 
Fund in their recent survey with NHS managers 
and clinicians about leadership, culture and 
compassionate care in the NHS (King’s Fund 
2014). 
64 – ‘Culture of Care’ Barometer Report 2015
This trend was also reflected in our survey, 
possibly reflecting the high media profile of 
nurses post Francis prompting engagement 
with cultural issues. However, as West et al. 
(2014) indicated cultures are co-created by 
all in the organisation and this is because 
members within organisations are constantly 
communicating, influencing, collaborating 
and competing up, down and across the 
organisation (p.5). West et al. (2014) indicates 
the need to develop collective leadership within 
organisations as this means that everyone is 
responsible for the welfare of the organisation 
as a whole and not just for their own jobs or 
work area. Therefore in order to avoid low 
uptake and engagement of other groups and 
promote completion of the tool it is important 
that the Barometer is championed by the Board 
and seen as owned by the organisation as a 
whole and not simply as a ‘nursing’ tool whose 
consequence is that culture is something nurses 
‘do’ and are responsible for. Strategic direction 
and leadership are clearly essential in ensuring 
that culture is seen as everybody’s business and 
leaders should work on developing a culture 
that pushes away from ‘us and them’ and 
towards ‘us’ to achieve a change.
Important though it is to emphasise what the 
Barometer can do it is also important to stress 
what it cannot do. Given the complex and 
the dynamic nature of organisational culture 
concept and the complexity of healthcare 
organisations themselves, developing an 
ultimate standard for measuring the Culture of 
Care in organisations may be misleading. From 
the outset there have been high expectations 
of the Barometer and what it might be capable 
of doing. We have developed the Barometer 
using a robust process and are confident of its 
potential to stimulate enquiry and encourage 
teams and organisation to ask questions of 
themselves and each other and explore how to 
take the dialogue forward. But it is not a magic 
wand whose talismanic properties are capable 
of transforming culture. Much depends on how 
it is being used as well as the capabilities of 
those using it and for what purpose. Culture is 
not something that can be conjured called into 
being as if through magic. Rather, the potential 
power of the Barometer lies in the hands of 
the user. Though we have applied a robust 
process to the development of the Barometer, 
we are only at the beginning of the journey. 
The overall utility of the Barometer necessarily 
relies upon the experience of those involved in 
its implementation. We have been impressed 
by the enthusiasm and energy with which 
the Barometer has been embraced, however 
further feedback is needed from the NHS with 
regard to how the Barometer performs in 
practice. 
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Cognate tools 
The Barometer is not the only instrument 
of its kind in the field. As referred to in the 
literature review several other instruments 
exist that can be used to measure the 
culture of an organisation (Section 2.4). 
Furthermore, after the Francis inquiry (2013) 
different related initiatives were introduced 
to help organisations achieve culture change. 
For example, the Culture Change project 
championed by NHS Employers was designed 
to take forward a piece of work that focuses 
on developing a compassionate culture of care 
in the NHS using culture change methodology 
and practice (NHS Employers, 2014). As part 
of the project an Organisational Development 
(OD) readiness tool that allows organisations 
to identify the conditions which need to be 
created to achieve maximum cultural change 
impact was developed, which can be used 
in conjunction with the Culture of Care 
Barometer. As with any other initiatives there 
is no prescriptive formula for developing and 
changing organisational cultures however 
culture change is a shared goal among different 
NHS Trusts and this has led to the formation 
of the National Advisory for Culture Alignment 
group by the Royal College of Nursing. This 
group recognises that healthcare organisations 
and key individuals need to work together 
so that they can learn from each other and 
share best practices for more effective culture 
change. The main function of the advisory 
group is to provide expert skills and support 
during the journey of organisations to culture 
change. The purpose of these instruments and 
initiatives however is somewhat different and 
the Culture of Care Barometer does seem to fill 
a niche for identifying and understanding the 
social processes within the organisation.
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5.3 Key messages 
•  The Barometer developed from concerns 
with the culture of care in the practice 
environment and its power to shape the 
patient and staff experience.
•  We have maintained fidelity with 
the original vision and prototype but 
have adapted the design through 
feedback from users in different care 
environments. 
•  The Culture of Care Barometer was 
developed using a robust process in 
a variety of settings from the ground 
up and co-produced with colleagues 
working in the care environment.
•  The Culture of Care Barometer was 
recognised as adding value to existing 
tools to stimulate dialogue and 
reflection on questions of culture and 
perceived to be of particular value with 
teams.
•  It was seen as adding depth, richness 
and texture feedback to that received 
from the staff survey.
•  A particular strength of the Culture of 
Care Barometer is that it is not just a 
tool but allows exploration of what 
people feel about the organisation they 
work in prompting dialogue about how 
to take action forward from data to 
development work forward. 
•  It was viewed as short and easy to 
complete and well-targeted to domains 
deemed important by respondents.
•  It is not a ‘magic bullet’ with which to 
transform culture but necessarily relies 
upon the capabilities of those using it.
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5.4 Recommendations 
•  On the basis of the evidence generated 
the Culture of Care Barometer was 
reported as adding value to existing 
tools such as the staff survey and 
Friends and Family Test and can best 
be targeted at teams where it was 
perceived as being particularly useful in 
fostering dialogue and surfacing how 
respondents felt about working in their 
organisation. 
•  Culture is everybody’s business and 
support for the use of the Culture of 
Care Barometer needs to come from the 
Chief Executive and the Board to ensure 
culture is not seen solely as a nursing 
responsibility.
•  Implementation of the Culture of Care 
Barometer needs to be supported 
by a robust engagement and 
communications plan at Trust level and 
endorsed by the Board to promote 
uptake and response rate across 
different groups of staff. 
•  Expectations of the Culture of Care 
Barometer have been high and the 
energy and enthusiasm with which it 
has been embraced is to be welcomed, 
but it is not a ‘magic bullet’ to transform 
culture and its use will depend upon the 
capability of its users as well as clarity 
of purpose.
•  The pilot studies reported here are only 
the start of the journey. Further roll out 
of the Culture of Care Barometer needs 
to be accompanied by a full evaluation 
of its use in practice and service impact.
•  The next steps will involve developing 
a smartphone application (app) and 
piloting its use in a range of groups and 
settings.
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5.5 Next steps
Thus, in the context of the above discussion 
the positive reception for the Barometer by 
Trusts and the value added to existing tools 
suggest that the Barometer could be extended 
and rolled out to other settings. The Trusts 
we spoke to were enthusiastic to embrace 
the Barometer and anxious to begin using 
it immediately. From our discussions with 
Trusts there seems a strong appetite for using 
the Barometer. A key issue is trying to find a 
‘home’ for the Barometer’s continued use and 
roll out, preferably one where data generated 
by the Barometer could be analysed and 
benchmarked say in the form of an app. This 
is what NHS Employers have done with their 
Cultural Change project but that process has 
taken several months in development. The 
possibility of housing the Barometer within 
NHS Improving Quality’s (NHSIQ’s) prospectus 
of tools has been explored but again this would 
not automatically provide a benchmarking 
service. Alongside exploring technical options 
such as developing an app further market 
testing could be undertaken in a launch event 
to confirm wider appeal and potential for 
dissemination.
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Appendix 1
 
Culture of Care Barometer v2 (revised, as tested in phase 2) 
WůĞĂƐĞŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƚŚĞĞǆƚĞŶƚǇŽƵĂŐƌĞĞǁŝƚŚĞĂĐŚŽĨƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐďǇƚŝĐŬŝŶŐŽŶĞďŽǆŽŶĞĂĐŚƌŽǁ͘dŚŝƐ
ƚŽŽůŝƐŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚƚŽĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞƐĞůĨƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶ͕ƐŽƚĂŬĞǇŽƵƌƚŝŵĞƚŽĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĂĐŚƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ͘tŚĞŶǇŽƵŚĂǀĞ
ĨŝŶŝƐŚĞĚƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕ƉůĞĂƐĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝĨǇŽƵŶĞĞĚƚŽƚĂŬĞĂŶǇĂĐƚŝŽŶŽƌƚĂůŬƚŽĂŶǇŽŶĞ͘
ϭͿ/ŚĂǀĞƚŚĞƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ/ŶĞĞĚƚŽĚŽĂŐŽŽĚũŽď
^ƚƌŽŶŐůǇ
ĚŝƐĂŐƌĞĞ
ϭ
ŝƐĂŐƌĞĞ
Ϯ
EĞŝƚŚĞƌ
ϯ
ŐƌĞĞ
ϰ
^ƚƌŽŶŐůǇ
ĂŐƌĞĞ
ϱ
ϮͿ/ĨĞĞůƌĞƐƉĞĐƚĞĚďǇŵǇĐŽͲǁŽƌŬĞƌƐ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϯͿ/ŚĂǀĞƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚƚŝŵĞƚŽĚŽŵǇũŽďǁĞůů ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϰͿ/ĂŵƉƌŽƵĚƚŽǁŽƌŬŝŶƚŚŝƐdƌƵƐƚ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϱͿDǇůŝŶĞŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƚƌĞĂƚƐŵĞǁŝƚŚƌĞƐƉĞĐƚ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϲͿdŚĞdƌƵƐƚǀĂůƵĞƐƚŚĞƐĞƌǀŝĐĞǁĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϳͿ/ǁŽƵůĚƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚƚŚŝƐdƌƵƐƚĂƐĂŐŽŽĚƉůĂĐĞƚŽǁŽƌŬ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϴͿ/ĨĞĞůǁĞůůƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚďǇŵǇůŝŶĞŵĂŶĂŐĞƌ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϵͿ/ĂŵĂďůĞƚŽŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞƚŚĞǁĂǇƚŚŝŶŐƐĂƌĞĚŽŶĞŝŶŵǇƚĞĂŵ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϭϬͿ/ĨĞĞůƉĂƌƚŽĨĂǁĞůůŵĂŶĂŐĞĚƚĞĂŵ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϭϭͿ/ŬŶŽǁǁŚŽŵǇůŝŶĞŵĂŶĂŐĞƌŝƐ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϭϮͿhŶĂĐĐĞƉƚĂďůĞďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌŝƐĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚůǇƚĂĐŬůĞĚ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϭϯͿdŚĞƌĞŝƐƐƚƌŽŶŐůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉĂƚƚŚĞŚŝŐŚĞƐƚůĞǀĞůŝŶƚŚĞdƌƵƐƚ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϭϰͿtŚĞŶƚŚŝŶŐƐŐĞƚĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚ͕/ĐĂŶƌĞůǇŽŶŵǇĐŽůůĞĂŐƵĞƐ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϭϱͿdƌƵƐƚŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐŬŶŽǁŚŽǁƚŚŝŶŐƐƌĞĂůůǇĂƌĞ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϭϲͿ/ĨĞĞůĂďůĞƚŽĂƐŬĨŽƌŚĞůƉǁŚĞŶ/ŶĞĞĚŝƚ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϭϳͿ/ŬŶŽǁĞǆĂĐƚůǇǁŚĂƚŝƐĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚŽĨŵĞŝŶŵǇũŽď ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϭϴͿ/ĨĞĞůƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚƚŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵǇƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϭϵͿƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞĐƵůƚƵƌĞŝƐǀŝƐŝďůĞǁŚĞƌĞ/ǁŽƌŬ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϮϬͿdŚĞƉĞŽƉůĞ/ǁŽƌŬǁŝƚŚĂƌĞĨƌŝĞŶĚůǇ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϮϭͿDǇůŝŶĞŵĂŶĂŐĞƌŐŝǀĞƐŵĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝǀĞĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϮϮͿ^ƚĂĨĨƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĞƐĂƌĞĐĞůĞďƌĂƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞdƌƵƐƚ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϮϯͿdŚĞdƌƵƐƚůŝƐƚĞŶƐƚŽƐƚĂĨĨǀŝĞǁƐ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϮϰͿ/ŐĞƚƚŚĞƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐĂŶĚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ/ŶĞĞĚ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϮϱͿ/ĂŵĂďůĞƚŽŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞŚŽǁƚŚŝŶŐƐĂƌĞĚŽŶĞŝŶƚŚĞdƌƵƐƚ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϮϲͿdŚĞdƌƵƐƚŚĂƐĂƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϮϳͿ/ĂŵŬĞƉƚǁĞůůŝŶĨŽƌŵĞĚĂďŽƵƚǁŚĂƚŝƐŐŽŝŶŐŽŶŝŶŽƵƌƚĞĂŵ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϮϴͿ/ŚĂǀĞƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞƌŽůĞŵŽĚĞůƐǁŚĞƌĞ/ǁŽƌŬ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϮϵͿ/ĨĞĞůǁĞůůŝŶĨŽƌŵĞĚĂďŽƵƚǁŚĂƚŝƐŚĂƉƉĞŶŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞdƌƵƐƚ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
ϯϬͿDǇĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐĂƌĞƚĂŬĞŶƐĞƌŝŽƵƐůǇďǇŵǇůŝŶĞŵĂŶĂŐĞƌ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
tŚĂƚ͕ŝĨĂŶǇ͕ĂĐƚŝŽŶŶĞĞĚƐƚĂŬŝŶŐƚŽŝŵƉƌŽǀĞƚŚĞĐƵůƚƵƌĞŽĨƚŚĞĐĂƌĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚǁŚĞƌĞǇŽƵǁŽƌŬ͍
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ĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚ͗ĂďŽƵƚǇŽƵĂŶĚǁŚĞƌĞǇŽƵǁŽƌŬ͘͘͘
ϭ tŚŝĐŚƐŝƚĞĚŽǇŽƵǁŽƌŬŝŶ͍WůĞĂƐĞƚŝĐŬĂůůƚŚĂƚĂƉƉůǇ͘
^ŝƚĞϭ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ^ŝƚĞϮ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ^ŝƚĞϯ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘
Ϯ tŚŝĐŚƐĞƚƚŝŶŐĚŽǇŽƵƐƉĞŶĚŵŽƐƚƚŝŵĞŝŶ͍
ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϭ
ůŝŶŝĐƐͬŽƵƚƉĂƚŝĞŶƚƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ͘͘͘ Ϯ
tĂƌĚͬ/ŶƉĂƚŝĞŶƚƵŶŝƚƐ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϯ
ZĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂů ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϰ
KĨĨŝĐĞ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϱ
KƚŚĞƌ;ƉůĞĂƐĞƐƉĞĐŝĨǇͿ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϲ
KƚŚĞƌƐĞƚƚŝŶŐ͗
ϯ tŚŝĐŚƚǇƉĞŽĨƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂƌĞǇŽƵŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚǁŝƚŚ͍
^ĞƌǀŝĐĞϭ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϭ
^ĞƌǀŝĐĞϮ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ Ϯ
^ĞƌǀŝĐĞϯ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϯ
^ĞƌǀŝĐĞϰ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϰ
^ĞƌǀŝĐĞϱ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϱ
KƚŚĞƌ;ƉůĞĂƐĞƐƉĞĐŝĨǇͿ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϲ
KƚŚĞƌƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ͗
ϰ tŚŝĐŚŽĨƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐďĞƐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐǇŽƵƌƐƚĂĨĨŐƌŽƵƉ͍
ZĞŐŝƐƚĞƌĞĚŶƵƌƐŝŶŐĂŶĚŚĞĂůƚŚǀŝƐŝƚŝŶŐƐƚĂĨĨ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϭ
,ĞĂůƚŚĐĂƌĞĂƐƐŝƐƚĂŶƚͬ^ƵƉƉŽƌƚǁŽƌŬĞƌ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ Ϯ
ůůŝĞĚŚĞĂůƚŚƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂůƐ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϯ
ƐƚĂƚĞƐĂŶĚĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϰ
ŽĐƚŽƌͬĞŶƚŝƐƚ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϱ
ĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝǀĞĂŶĚĐůĞƌŝĐĂů͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϲ
ĞŶƚƌĂůĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϳ
KƚŚĞƌ;ƉůĞĂƐĞƐƉĞĐŝĨǇͿ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϴ
KƚŚĞƌƐƚĂĨĨŐƌŽƵƉ͗
ϱ tŚĂƚŝƐǇŽƵƌƉĂǇďĂŶĚ͍
ĂŶĚϭ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϭ
ĂŶĚϮ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ Ϯ
ĂŶĚϯ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϯ
ĂŶĚϰ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϰ
ĂŶĚϱ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϱ
ĂŶĚϲ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϲ
ĂŶĚϳ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϳ
ĂŶĚϴ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϴ
ĂŶĚϵ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϵ
ϲ tŚĂƚĂƌĞǇŽƵƌǁŽƌŬŝŶŐŚŽƵƌƐ ͍ &ƵůůͲƚŝŵĞ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϭ WĂƌƚͲƚŝŵĞ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ Ϯ
ϳ ƌĞǇŽƵ͍ &ĞŵĂůĞ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϭ DĂůĞ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ Ϯ
ϴ tŚĂƚŝƐǇŽƵƌĂŐĞŐƌŽƵƉ͍
ϭϲͲϮϬ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϭ
ϮϭͲϮϵ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ Ϯ
ϯϬͲϯϵ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϯ
ϰϬͲϰϵ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϰ
ϱϬͲϱϵ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϱ
ϲϬͲϲϰ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϲ
ϲϱƉůƵƐ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϳ
ϵ tŚŝĐŚŽĨƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐďĞƐƚĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐǇŽƵƌĞƚŚŶŝĐďĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚ͍
tŚŝƚĞ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϭ
ůĂĐŬͬůĂĐŬƌŝƚŝƐŚ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ Ϯ
ƐŝĂŶͬƐŝĂŶƌŝƚŝƐŚ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϯ
ŶǇŵŝǆĞĚďĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϰ
ŶǇŽƚŚĞƌŶŽŶͲǁŚŝƚĞ
ďĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϱ
ϭϬ tŽƵůĚǇŽƵĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŶŐůŝƐŚƚŽďĞǇŽƵƌĨŝƌƐƚŽƌŵĂŝŶůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ͍
zĞƐ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ ϭ EŽ ͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘͘ Ϯ
dŚĂŶŬǇŽƵĨŽƌƚĂŬŝŶŐƚŚĞƚŝŵĞƚŽƐŚĂƌĞǇŽƵƌĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐĂŶĚǀŝĞǁƐ͘WůĞĂƐĞŶŽǁƌĞƚƵƌŶǇŽƵƌĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞĚ
ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŶĂŝƌĞŝŶƚŚĞĞŶĐůŽƐĞĚƌĞƉůǇƉĂŝĚĞŶǀĞůŽƉĞŽƌƐĞŶĚƚŽ͗
ƵůƚƵƌĞŽĨĂƌĞĂƌŽŵĞƚĞƌ͕Z>͕&ZWK^d^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Culture of Care Barometer v1 (as tested in phase 1) 
/ƐƚŚĞƌĞĂĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚĐƵůƚƵƌĞŽĨĐĂƌĞĂĐƌŽƐƐƚŚĞdƌƵƐƚ͍͘͘
,ŽǁĐĂŶǁĞŐĂƵŐĞǁŚĞƚŚĞƌĂŶŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶŝƐĨŽƐƚĞƌŝŶŐĂĐƵůƚƵƌĞƚŚĂƚĞŶĂďůĞƐĂƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŝǀĞĐĂƌĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƚŽƚŚƌŝǀĞ
ĂŶĚĨůŽƵƌŝƐŚ͍ǀŝĚĞŶĐĞĨƌŽŵŚŝŐŚƉƌŽĨŝůĞĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐŽĨĐĂƌĞĐƌŝƐŝƐƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƐƉŽĐŬĞƚƐŽĨĞǆĐĞůůĞŶĐĞĐĂŶĐŽĞǆŝƐƚĂůŽŶŐƐŝĚĞ
ƚŚĞǁŽƌƐƚĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐŽĨĐĂƌĞĨĂŝůƵƌĞ͘
sĂƌŝĂƚŝŽŶŝŶĐĂƌĞĐƵůƚƵƌĞĂƚƚƌŝďƵƚĞƐŝƐŶŽƚƉŝĐŬĞĚƵƉŝŶƚŚĞŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐŽĨƋƵĂůŝƚǇĂŶĚƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇŝŶƵƐĞ͖
ŵĞƚƌŝĐƐĨĂŝůƚŽĐĂƉƚƵƌĞƚŚĞŵĞĂŶŝŶŐĂŶĚƌĞĂůŝƚǇŽĨĐĂƌĞĐƵůƚƵƌĞĨŽƌƉĂƚŝĞŶƚƐŽƌƐƚĂĨĨ͘
>ĞĂĚŝŶŐŶƵƌƐĞƐĨƌŽŵĂĐƌŽƐƐƚŚĞĐŽƵŶƚƌǇŚĂǀĞũŽŝŶĞĚƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ;ϭͿƚŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉĂƚŽŽůƚŚĂƚĐĂŶŚĞůƉĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƚŚĞƐĞŝƐƐƵĞƐ͕
ďǇĞŶĂďůŝŶŐƚŚĞĐƵůƚƵƌĞŽĨĐĂƌĞƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶƚŽďĞŐĂƵŐĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨĂ͚ĐƵůƚƵƌĂůďĂƌŽŵĞƚĞƌ͛͘WƌĞǀŝŽƵƐ
ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŚĂƐĨŽƵŶĚƚŚĂƚƐƚĂĨĨĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚ͕ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀŝƚǇĂƌĞƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇůŝŶŬĞĚƚŽĨŽƵƌ͚ƚŚĞŵĞƐ͛ŽĨǁŚĂƚ
ŵĂƚƚĞƌƐŵŽƐƚƚŽƐƚĂĨĨŝŶƚŚĞE,^͗− 
ŚĂǀŝŶŐƚŚĞƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐƚŽĚĞůŝǀĞƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇĐĂƌĞ
ďĞŝŶŐƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚƚŽĚŽĂŐŽŽĚũŽď
ĨĞĞůŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞũŽďŝƐǁŽƌƚŚǁŚŝůĞĚŽŝŶŐĂŶĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞĐŚĂŶĐĞƐƚŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉ
ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐŝŶĂǁĞůůĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶŝŶŐƚĞĂŵ
dŚĞƐĞĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƵƐĞĚƚŽƵŶĚĞƌƉŝŶƚŚĞĚĞƐŝŐŶŽĨƚŚĞĐĂƌĞďĂƌŽŵĞƚĞƌƚŽŽů͘
tŚǇĂŶŽƚŚĞƌƐƵƌǀĞǇ͍͘͘
dŚĞĂƌŽŵĞƚĞƌďƵŝůĚƐŽŶĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐƚŽŽůƐ͕ƐƵĐŚĂƐƚŚĞƐƚĂĨĨƐƵƌǀĞǇ͕ĂŶĚŚĂƐďĞĞŶĚĞƐŝŐŶĞĚƚŽĐŽŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ
ƌĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŝŶƐƉĞĐƚŝŽŶĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬƐ͘/ƚĂŝŵƐƚŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĂŐĞŶƵŝŶĞůǇƵƐĞĨƵůĂŶĚŵĞĂŶŝŶŐĨƵůĂĚũƵŶĐƚƚŽĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐĚĂƚĂ͕
ĂŶĚƚŽŬĞĞƉƚŚĞďƵƌĞĂƵĐƌĂƚŝĐďƵƌĚĞŶŽŶƐƚĂĨĨƚŽĂŶĂďƐŽůƵƚĞŵŝŶŝŵƵŵ͘
dŚĞĂƌŽŵĞƚĞƌĂŝŵƐƚŽ͗
ďĞƐŚŽƌƚĂŶĚƋƵŝĐŬƚŽĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞ
ĐŽŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚŶŽƚĚƵƉůŝĐĂƚĞŽƚŚĞƌŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐŽƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞƐ
ďĞĂŵĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵĨŽƌ͚ǁĂƌĚƚŽďŽĂƌĚ͛ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ
ĂĐƚĂƐĂŶĞĂƌůǇǁĂƌŶŝŶŐƐǇƐƚĞŵƚŽŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇĐĂƌĞĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͚ƌĞĚĨůĂŐ͛ĂƌĞĂƐ
ƉƌŽŵƉƚƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶƚŽŚĞůƉŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇĂĐƚŝŽŶƐƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ 
tŚŽ Ɛ͛ŝƚĨŽƌ͍͘͘
hůƚŝŵĂƚĞůǇǁĞǁĂŶƚƚŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉƚŚĞďĂƌŽŵĞƚĞƌƐŽŝƚĐĂŶďĞƵƐĞĚďǇĂůůƐƚĂĨĨŝŶǁŝĚĞŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨƐĞƚƚŝŶŐƐ͘ƵƚǁĞ͛ƌĞ
ƐƚĂƌƚŝŶŐďǇƚƌǇŝŶŐŝƚŽŶŶƵƌƐŝŶŐĂŶĚŵŝĚǁŝĨĞƌǇƐƚĂĨĨŝŶƚǁŽĂĐƵƚĞdƌƵƐƚƐ͘tĞĨĞůƚŝƚ Ɛ͛ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƚŽŐĞƚƚŚĞǀŝĞǁƐŽĨƚŚĞ
ǁŚŽůĞŶƵƌƐŝŶŐƚĞĂŵ͕ƐŽŝƚ Ɛ͛ŐŽŝŶŐƚŽďŽƚŚƌĞŐŝƐƚĞƌĞĚĂŶĚŶŽŶͲƌĞŐŝƐƚĞƌĞĚŶƵƌƐŝŶŐƐƚĂĨĨ͘ 
tŝůůŵǇƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐďĞĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶƚŝĂů͍͘͘
zĞƐ͘ŶĚĂŶŽŶǇŵŽƵƐƚŽŽ͘dŚĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐŽĨŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐǁŝůůďĞĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞůǇĂŶŽŶǇŵŽƵƐĂŶĚƚƌĞĂƚĞĚŝŶƐƚƌŝĐƚĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶĐĞ
ďǇƚŚĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƚĞĂŵĂŶĚEĂƚŝŽŶĂůEƵƌƐŝŶŐZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚhŶŝƚ͕ǁŚŽĂƌĞĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚĞƌŝŶŐƚŚĞƐƵƌǀĞǇ͘EŽͲŽŶĞĨƌŽŵƚŚĞdƌƵƐƚ
ǁŝůůƐĞĞƚŚĞƌĂǁĚĂƚĂ͘ƵƚƚŽŚĞůƉƵƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇĂƌĞĂƐǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌƉƌŽďůĞŵƐͲǁŝƚŚƌĞƐŽƵƌĐŝŶŐŽƌƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ
ƐĂǇͲǇŽƵǁŝůůďĞĂƐŬĞĚĂďŽƵƚǁŚŝĐŚĚĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚͬƵŶŝƚǇŽƵǁŽƌŬŽŶ͘dŚĞƚƌƵƐƚǁŝůůďĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƌĞƐƵůƚƐĨƌŽŵ
ĂĐƌŽƐƐƚŚĞƚƌƵƐƚĂƐĂǁŚŽůĞ͕ĂŶĚďǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĚĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚƐ͘ 
;ϭͿdŚĞƐŵĂůůŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞŐƌŽƵƉĐŽŵƉƌŝƐĞ͗&ůŽWĂŶĞůŽĂƚĞƐ͕ĂƌŽŶĞƐƐƵĚƌĞǇŵĞƌƚŽŶ͕ĂŵĞůŝǌĂďĞƚŚ
&ƌĂĚĚ͕dƌŝĐŝĂ,Ăƌƚ͕^ŝƌ^ƚĞƉŚĞŶDŽƐƐ͕WƌŽĨŶŶĞDĂƌŝĞZĂĨĨĞƌƚǇ͘ 
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WƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚďĞůŽǁĂƌĞĂƐĞƌŝĞƐŽĨƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐĂďŽƵƚǇŽƵƌǁŽƌŬƉůĂĐĞ͘WůĞĂƐĞŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƚŽǁŚĂƚĞǆƚĞŶƚǇŽƵĂŐƌĞĞǁŝƚŚĞĂĐŚ
ŝƚĞŵďǇƚŝĐŬŝŶŐŽŶĞďŽǆŽŶĞĂĐŚƌŽǁ;ǁŚĞƌĞϭ͚EŽƚĂƚĂůů͛ƚŽ͚ϱ͛͚&ƵůůǇĂŐƌĞĞ͛Ϳ͘dŚŝƐƚŽŽůŝƐŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚƚŽĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞƐĞůĨ
ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶ͕ƐŽƚĂŬĞǇŽƵƌƚŝŵĞƚŽĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂůůƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐŝŶĞĂĐŚŽĨƚŚĞĨŽƵƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶƐďĞĨŽƌĞŵŽǀŝŶŐŽŶ͘
tŚĞŶǇŽƵŚĂǀĞĨŝŶŝƐŚĞĚƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚĞĂĐŚŐƌŽƵƉŽĨƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕ƉůĞĂƐĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝĨǇŽƵŶĞĞĚƚŽƚĂŬĞĂŶǇĂĐƚŝŽŶŽƌ
ƚĂůŬƚŽĂŶǇŽŶĞ͘
^ĞĐƚŝŽŶϭͲdŚĞƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ/ŶĞĞĚƚŽĚĞůŝǀĞƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇĐĂƌĞ͘͘͘
Yϭ WůĞĂƐĞŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƚŽǁŚĂƚĞǆƚĞŶƚǇŽƵĂŐƌĞĞǁŝƚŚĞĂĐŚŽĨƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐ͗
/ŚĂǀĞƚŚĞŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ͕ƐŬŝůůƐĂŶĚĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚƚŽĚŽĂŐŽŽĚũŽď
EŽƚĂƚ
Ăůů
ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
&ƵůůǇ
ĂŐƌĞĞ
ϲ
/ĨĞĞůĨĂŝƌůǇƚƌĞĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƉĂǇ͕ďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐĂŶĚƐƚĂĨĨĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
^ŝĐŬŶĞƐƐĂŶĚĂďƐĞŶĐĞŝƐĨĂŝƌůǇŵŽŶŝƚŽƌĞĚ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
/ĂŵĂǁĂƌĞƚŚĞŽĂƌĚŝƐŵŽŶŝƚŽƌŝŶŐƚŚĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇŽĨĐĂƌĞƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
/ĨĞĞůƚƌƵƐƚĞĚ͕ůŝƐƚĞŶĞĚƚŽĂŶĚǀĂůƵĞĚ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
dŚĞƌĞĂƌĞĞŶŽƵŐŚƐƚĂĨĨƚŽĨŽƌŵĞƚŽĚŽŵǇũŽďǁĞůů ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
/ǁŽƵůĚƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚƚŚŝƐĂƐŐŽŽĚƉůĂĐĞƚŽǁŽƌŬ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
/ĨĂĨƌŝĞŶĚŽƌƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞŶĞĞĚĞĚƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚ͕/ǁŽƵůĚďĞŚĂƉƉǇǁŝƚŚ
ƚŚĞƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚŽĨĐĂƌĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚďǇƚŚŝƐƵŶŝƚͬĚĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
YϮ ,ŽǁŵƵĐŚŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚŽǇŽƵŚĂǀĞƚŽŝŵƉƌŽǀĞƚŚŝŶŐƐŝŶƐĞĐƚŝŽŶϭĂďŽǀĞ͍;ƉůĞĂƐĞƚŝĐŬŽŶĞďŽǆŽŶůǇͿ
EŽŶĞ ϭ ůŝƚƚůĞ Ϯ ^ŽŵĞ ϯ ĨĂŝƌĂŵŽƵŶƚ ϰ ůŽƚ ϱ
Yϯ tŚĂƚ;ŝĨĂŶǇͿĂĐƚŝŽŶŶĞĞĚƐƚĂŬŝŶŐƚŽŝŵƉƌŽǀĞƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͍
^ĞĐƚŝŽŶϮͲdŚĞƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ/ŶĞĞĚƚŽĚŽĂŐŽŽĚũŽď͘͘͘
Yϰ WůĞĂƐĞŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƚŽǁŚĂƚĞǆƚĞŶƚǇŽƵĂŐƌĞĞǁŝƚŚĞĂĐŚŽĨƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐ͗
/ĨĞĞůƉĂƌƚŽĨĂŶĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞƚĞĂŵ
EŽƚĂƚ
Ăůů
ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
&ƵůůǇ
ĂŐƌĞĞ
ϲ
/ŚĂǀĞĂƌĞŐƵůĂƌĂƉƉƌĂŝƐĂů ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
^ƚĂĨĨŚĞƌĞĂƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇǁĞůůŵĂŶĂŐĞĚ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
/ŬŶŽǁŚŽǁǁĞ͛ƌĞĚŽŝŶŐŽŶƋƵĂůŝƚǇǁŚĞƌĞ/ǁŽƌŬ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
ĂĚďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌŝƐƚĂĐŬůĞĚĂŶĚŵĂŶĂŐĞĚ͕ƌĞŐĂƌĚůĞƐƐŽĨǁŚŽŝƚŝƐ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
/ŬŶŽǁǁŚŽŵǇŵĂŶĂŐĞƌͬƐƵƉĞƌǀŝƐŽƌŝƐ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
dŚĞƌĞŝƐƐƚƌŽŶŐůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉĨƌŽŵŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐĂŶĚƐĞŶŝŽƌƐƚĂĨĨ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
DǇŵĂŶĂŐĞƌͬƐƵƉĞƌǀŝƐŽƌƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐƵƉƉŽƌƚǁŚĞŶ/ŶĞĞĚŝƚ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
^ĞŶŝŽƌŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐŚĂǀĞĂŐŽŽĚƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐŽĨŚŽǁƚŚŝŶŐƐ
ƌĞĂůůǇĂƌĞ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
Yϱ ,ŽǁŵƵĐŚŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚŽǇŽƵŚĂǀĞƚŽŝŵƉƌŽǀĞƚŚŝŶŐƐŝŶƐĞĐƚŝŽŶϮĂďŽǀĞ͍;ƉůĞĂƐĞƚŝĐŬŽŶĞďŽǆŽŶůǇͿ
EŽŶĞ ϭ ůŝƚƚůĞ Ϯ ^ŽŵĞ ϯ ĨĂŝƌĂŵŽƵŶƚ ϰ ůŽƚ ϱ
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^ĞĐƚŝŽŶϯͲǁŽƌƚŚǁŚŝůĞũŽďǁŝƚŚĂĐŚĂŶĐĞƚŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉ͘͘͘
Yϲ WůĞĂƐĞŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƚŽǁŚĂƚĞǆƚĞŶƚǇŽƵĂŐƌĞĞǁŝƚŚĞĂĐŚŽĨƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐ͗
/ŚĂǀĞĂǁŽƌƚŚǁŚŝůĞũŽďƚŚĂƚŵĂŬĞƐĂĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƚŽƉĂƚŝĞŶƚƐ
EŽƚĂƚ
Ăůů
ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
&ƵůůǇ
ĂŐƌĞĞ
ϲ
/ŚĂǀĞƚŚĞŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇƚŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵǇƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
/ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŵǇƌŽůĞĂŶĚǁŚĞƌĞŝƚĨŝƚƐŝŶ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
&ĂŵŝůŝĞƐĂŶĚƉĂƚŝĞŶƚƐĂƌĞĂĐƚŝǀĞůǇŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚŝŶƚŚĞŝƌĐĂƌĞ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
/ǁŽƵůĚďĞŚĂƉƉǇĨŽƌŵǇĨĂŵŝůǇŽƌĨƌŝĞŶĚƐƚŽƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĐĂƌĞ
ŚĞƌĞͬĨƌŽŵƚŚŝƐŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
/ŚĞůƉƚŽƉƌŽŵŽƚĞŚŝŐŚƋƵĂůŝƚǇƉĂƚŝĞŶƚĐĂƌĞ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
dŚĞǀĂůƵĞƐŽĨƚŚĞŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶĂƌĞĚŝƌĞĐƚĞĚƚŽǁĂƌĚƐƉĂƚŝĞŶƚ
ǁĞůůďĞŝŶŐĂŶĚĚŝŐŶŝƚǇ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
dŚĞǀĂůƵĞƐĂƌĞǀŝƐŝďůĞĂƚĞǀĞƌǇůĞǀĞůŽĨƚŚĞŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
dŚĞǀĂůƵĞƐĂƌĞƵƐĞĚĂƐƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞƌĞĐƌƵŝƚŵĞŶƚ͕ŝŶĚƵĐƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ
ĂƉƉƌĂŝƐĂůƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
^ƵĐĐĞƐƐŝƐĐĞůĞďƌĂƚĞĚĂŶĚƐƚĂĨĨĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚĨŽƌǁŚĂƚŝƐĚŽŶĞǁĞůů ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
Yϳ ,ŽǁŵƵĐŚŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚŽǇŽƵŚĂǀĞƚŽŝŵƉƌŽǀĞƚŚŝŶŐƐŝŶƐĞĐƚŝŽŶϯĂďŽǀĞ͍;ƉůĞĂƐĞƚŝĐŬŽŶĞďŽǆŽŶůǇͿ
EŽŶĞ ϭ ůŝƚƚůĞ Ϯ ^ŽŵĞ ϯ ĨĂŝƌĂŵŽƵŶƚ ϰ ůŽƚ ϱ
^ĞĐƚŝŽŶϰͲdŚĞŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇƚŽŝŵƉƌŽǀĞƚŚĞǁĂǇǁĞǁŽƌŬŝŶŵǇƚĞĂŵ͘͘͘
Yϴ WůĞĂƐĞŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƚŽǁŚĂƚĞǆƚĞŶƚǇŽƵĂŐƌĞĞǁŝƚŚĞĂĐŚŽĨƚŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐ͗
/ĂŵĂďůĞƚŽŝŵƉƌŽǀĞƚŚĞǁĂǇǁĞǁŽƌŬŝŶŵǇƚĞĂŵ
EŽƚĂƚ
Ăůů
ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ
&ƵůůǇ
ĂŐƌĞĞ
ϲ
tĞŵĞĞƚƌĞŐƵůĂƌůǇĂƐĂƚĞĂŵ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
^ƚĂĨĨĨĞĞůĞŵƉŽǁĞƌĞĚƚŽŵĂŬĞĐŚĂŶŐĞƐĂƚǁŽƌŬ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
^ƚĂĨĨŚĂǀĞƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞƌŽůĞŵŽĚĞůƐǁŚĞƌĞ/ǁŽƌŬ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
ĂƌĞŝƐĞǀŽůǀŝŶŐƚŽŵĞĞƚƚŚĞŶĞĞĚƐŽĨƵƐĞƌƐŝŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽďĞƚƚĞƌ
ĨƵůĨŝůŽƵƌĐŽƌĞƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
dŚĞƌĞŝƐĂǁŝůůŝŶŐŶĞƐƐƚŽĐŚĂŶŐĞĂŶĚƚƌǇŶĞǁŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞƐ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
/ƌĞŐƵůĂƌůǇŐĞƚĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬŽŶǁŚĂƚƚŚĞŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶůĞĂƌŶƐĨƌŽŵ
ƉĂƚŝĞŶƚĐŽŵƉůĂŝŶƚƐ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
/ƌĞŐƵůĂƌůǇŐĞƚĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬŽŶǁŚĂƚƚŚĞŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶůĞĂƌŶƐĨƌŽŵ
ŝŶĐŝĚĞŶƚƐ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
/ĨĞĞůŵǇĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐĂƌĞůŝƐƚĞŶĞĚƚŽ ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
/ĨĞĞůƐĂĨĞ͕ƐĞĐƵƌĞĂŶĚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚƚŽĚŽŵǇũŽď ϭ Ϯ ϯ ϰ ϱ ϲ
Yϵ ,ŽǁŵƵĐŚŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚŽǇŽƵŚĂǀĞƚŽŝŵƉƌŽǀĞƚŚŝŶŐƐŝŶƐĞĐƚŝŽŶϰĂďŽǀĞ͍;ƉůĞĂƐĞƚŝĐŬŽŶĞďŽǆŽŶůǇͿ
EŽŶĞ ϭ ůŝƚƚůĞ Ϯ ^ŽŵĞ ϯ ĨĂŝƌĂŵŽƵŶƚ ϰ ůŽƚ ϱ
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^ĞĐƚŝŽŶϱͲĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚ͘͘͘
YϭϬ tŚĂƚŝƐǇŽƵƌƐƚĂĨĨŐƌŽƵƉ;Ğ͘Ő͘ƌĞŐŝƐƚĞƌĞĚŶƵƌƐĞ͕
,Ϳ͍;ƉůĞĂƐĞƚŝĐŬŽŶĞďŽǆŽŶůǇͿ
'ƌŽƵƉϭ ϭ
'ƌŽƵƉϮ Ϯ
'ƌŽƵƉϯ ϯ
'ƌŽƵƉϰ ϰ
'ƌŽƵƉϱ ϱ
Yϭϭ tŚĂƚƐĞƚƚŝŶŐĚŽǇŽƵǁŽƌŬŝŶ;Ğ͘Ő͘ŝŶͲƉĂƚŝĞŶƚ͕
ŽƵƚƉĂƚŝĞŶƚͿ͍;ƉůĞĂƐĞƚŝĐŬŽŶĞďŽǆŽŶůǇͿ
^ĞƚƚŝŶŐϭ ϭ
^ĞƚƚŝŶŐϮ Ϯ
^ĞƚƚŝŶŐϯ ϯ
^ĞƚƚŝŶŐϰ ϰ
^ĞƚƚŝŶŐϱ ϱ
YϭϮ tŚĂƚŝƐƚŚĞŶĂŵĞŽĨƚŚĞǁĂƌĚͬƵŶŝƚǇŽƵǁŽƌŬ
ŝŶ͍;ƉůĞĂƐĞƚŝĐŬŽŶĞďŽǆŽŶůǇͿ
tĂƌĚͬhŶŝƚϭ ϭ
tĂƌĚͬhŶŝƚϮ Ϯ
tĂƌĚͬhŶŝƚϯ ϯ
tĂƌĚͬhŶŝƚϰ ϰ
tĂƌĚͬhŶŝƚϱ ϱ
Yϭϯ tŚŝĐŚĚŝƌĞĐƚŽƌĂƚĞƚŽǇŽƵǁŽƌŬŝŶ͍;ƉůĞĂƐĞƚŝĐŬ
ŽŶĞďŽǆŽŶůǇͿ
ŝƌĞĐƚŽƌĂƚĞϭ ϭ
ŝƌĞĐƚŽƌĂƚĞϮ Ϯ
ŝƌĞĐƚŽƌĂƚĞϯ ϯ
ŝƌĞĐƚŽƌĂƚĞϰ ϰ
ŝƌĞĐƚŽƌĂƚĞϱ ϱ
Yϭϰ tŚĂƚŐĞŶĚĞƌĂƌĞǇŽƵ͍ &ĞŵĂůĞ ϭ
DĂůĞ Ϯ
Yϭϱ tŚĂƚŝƐǇŽƵƌĂŐĞ͍ zĞĂƌƐ͗
Yϭϲ tŚĂƚŝƐǇŽƵƌƉĂǇďĂŶĚ͍ ϱ ϭ
ϲ Ϯ
ϳ ϯ
ϴ ϰ
ϵ ϱ
Yϭϳ tŚĂƚĂƌĞǇŽƵƌǁŽƌŬŝŶŐŚŽƵƌƐ͍ &ƵůůͲƚŝŵĞ ϭ
WĂƌƚͲƚŝŵĞ Ϯ
dŚĂŶŬǇŽƵĨŽƌƚĂŬŝŶŐƚŚĞƚŝŵĞƚŽƐŚĂƌĞǇŽƵƌĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐĂŶĚǀŝĞǁƐ͘
WůĞĂƐĞŶŽǁƌĞƚƵƌŶǇŽƵƌĨŽƌŵŝŶƚŚĞƌĞƉůǇƉĂŝĚĞŶǀĞůŽƉĞƚŽ͗ƵůƚƵƌĂůĂƌŽŵĞƚĞƌ͕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